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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We setreve it is the fact that the Chancery Chambers Com- 
mittee meets with great regularity once a week. No doubt 
important discussions take place; but the question which most 
interests the profession is, When will the report be ready, and 
will a unanimous report ever be arrived at? If the recommenda- 
tions should be such as to need legislation to carry them out, the 
time within which such legislation will be possible this year is 
rapidly passing by. 





Mr. Justice Fretp is still occupied in hearing the chancery 
action of Hordern v. Faulkner, which bids fair to keep him from 
his other duties for some days longer. It is generally understood 
that the experience of the learned judge in trying Chance 
actions has not filled him or his colleagues on the bench of the 
Queen’s Bench Division with an ardent desire to perform the 
functions of additional judge of the Chancery Division. 





Tue Lonpon Gazerre, of the 1st inst. contained a return show- 
ing the number of receiving orders in the High Court, and in the 
several county courts having bankruptcy jurisdiction in England 
and Wales, gazetted in the quarters ended respectively 31st of 
March, 1884, and 31st of March, 1885. The total figures show that 
the receiving orders made during the first quarter were 700, and 
during the last quarter 1,124. The fairness of taking, for the 
purpose of contrast, the very first quarter of the -Act’s working 
may be doubted, and it would be interesting to know whether the 
quarter ending 3lst of March last shows any considerable 
increase over the quarter ending 31st of December last. In 
the last quarter Liverpool stands at the head of the provincial 
courts, with an aggregate of 47 receiving orders, as against 25 in 
the same quarter in 1884. On the other hand, Manchester, which 
had 12 receiving orders in the quarter ending 31st of March, 
1884, had actually only 5 in the quarter ending 31st of March, 
1885. 





Ir 18 A WELL-ESTABLISHED RULE ‘that an undertaking imposed by 
the court upon parties seeking for certain classes of orders, such as 
injunctions, can be enforced in the same way as an order made by 
the court. The principle on which this rule is founded would 
appear to arise from the fact that the court only grants the in- 
junction or other order upon the condition that the undertaking is 
given. The question whether such an undertaking should be given 
by a solicitor, and not by counsel, arose before Mr. Justice Currry 
last week in a case of Walser v. Brown (ante, p. 435), and, after 
consulting several other judges, he decided that the undertaking 
must, when the case is heard in court, be given by counsel on 
behalf of the party for whom he appears. The only exception to 
this is where a party appears in person, or where a solicitor per- 
sonally undertakes, in the absence of his client, to do some act, 
such as to pay money into court ; in these cases the custom in the 
Chancery Division is for the suitor in person or for the solicitor to 
sign an undertaking in the registrar's book. These undertakings 
can also be enforced in precisely the same manner as an order to 
do the act could be enforced. o practice is so ancient and well- 
established that it is difficult to conjecture what the grounds for 
eng orate 4 the mien — re been. In **8* of the 

thancery judges, where solicitors have audience, undertakings 
are given by solicitors orally, and only where a suitor appears in 





person before the judge in chambers or before the chief clerk, is a 
written undertaking required. 





TE: cureF pornt in the proposals of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer for the assimilation of the ‘death duties” on real 
estate to those payable on personal property is based on a sugges- 
tion long ago made by Mr. Dovps, M.P. There is to be a uniform 
duty at the rate of three per cent., as an equivalent of the probate 
duty, on all properties now exempt from probate duty. This duty, 
in the case of real property, is to be computed on the capital value, 
and is to be payable by four annual instalments. It is, like the 
probate duty on personalty under the Act of 1881, to absorb the one 
per cent. rate of succession duty. The effect of this change, in an 
extreme instance, is shown in Mr. Dopps’ pamphlet, as follows :— 

In the Midland counties there is a considerable ducal estate, accord- 
ing to Domesday ej 2 is 2* 2 Leg Rey Pw peo a 

e rental is ,000. I estima’ 
—— weg sage Yn £1,500,000. In the event of the present owner of 


TY | this estate dying, he would be succeeded by the heir presumptive, who is 


now sixty-four years of and who would be liable to succession duty 
at three per cent. The duty could not possibly be as much as £12,800. 
But take personalty of the same value, under similar circumstances, what 
would be the charge upon it in the form of death duties? 
The probate duty upon £1,500,000 amounts to . . « £45,000 
And the legacy duty, at three per cent., amounts to . . 45,000 


Total . — £90,000 





eal property, permanent and enduring in its character, 
— ‘death duty — a only to £12,800, and personalty of a much 
—8 permanent character pays death duties amounting to £90,000.’ 

The question of the difficulty and cost of preparing and passing 
an inventory of real estate will, of course, depend on the regula- 
tions which may be adopted by the Inland Revenue Office as to 
ascertaining the capital value of the real estate; but it is easy to 
see that, unless some provision on the subjeet is made by the Bill 
which is to carry out the proposals, there may be great difficulty 
in satisfying the office as to the value of an estate. The gross 
rents, where let, or, if not let, the assessment to the property tax or 
poor rate will, no doubt, have to be stated, as in the case of lease- 
hold property ; but what is to be done as to ascertaining the value 
in cases such as Attorney-General v. Lord Sefton (2 H. & C. 362) 
—in the present state of agricultural depression, too common—of 
land at the time of death not yielding income, hor “capable et 
being used productively for agricultural or other purposes”? 
Again, is the new account duty to be made a charge on the land 
like succession duty ? 





THE READER Will find in another column a report of the case of 
In re Queade’s Trusts, which, upon several grounds, is worthy of 
his attention. To cut the points at issue down to their smallest 
compass, we may state that, in 1847, a married woman, then a 
minor, joined with her husband in making a post-nuptial settle- 
ment, by which she and her husband pui to covenant that 
all property ‘“‘ which the wife, or her said husband in her right, 
was then or should, during the coverture, be possessed of or 
entitled to,” should be assured upon certain trusts therein men- 
tioned. By the same settlement the wife took certain benefits, 
which she would not otherwise have taken; and Mr. Justice 
Currry has decided (1) that she was not bound by her covenant to 
settle certain property which accrued to her in title after the 
coming into operation of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882; and (2) that she was bound to make compensation, by 
virtue of the doctrine of election, out of, or of, the 
extraneous benefits (as they ony Arg styled) taken by her under 
the settlement, notwithstanding 


g 
4 








450 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





- 


May 9; 1885. * 








restrained from anticipation. We do not know what the learned 
judge meant when he stated that the decision of Mr. Justice 

rson in In re Stonor’s Trusts (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 195), was 
‘apparently adverse” to his own. In the last-named case Mr. 
Justice Pzarson merely décided that an ante-nuptial covenant 
to settle ‘‘after-acquired property,” by virtue of section 19 of 
the Act, is valid and binding to the same extent as it would 
have been if the Act had never been passed; and since, in 
in re Queade’s Trusts, Mr. Justice Currry pointed out that 
the covenant was, under the law previous to the Act, not 
only voidable, but absolutely void, and since he held that it 
was not binding, we cannot imagine how any person could 
imagine himself to perceive any conflict between Jn re Stonor’s 
Trusts and Mr. Justice Currry’s judgment upon the first 
point of the case. With the second point, on the doctrine of 
election, the decision in Jn re Stonor’s Trusts has evidently no 
connection. We confess that upon this point the decision wears to 
our eyes a highly dubious aspect ; and the learned judge arrived 
at this conclusion only in deference to the authority of Vice-Chan- 
cellor Woop in Willoughby v. Middleton (2 J. & H. 344). The 
learned judge very truly remarked that this case had been ‘ ques- 
tioned, but not overruled.” The fact is, that its authority has 
hitherto only been considered by judges who were not at liberty 
to overrule the decision of a judge who subsequently became 
Lord Chancellor, which, of course, takes rank with a decision of 
the Court of Appeal. But we must humbly confess that, in our 
opinion, there are few cases in the books more ripe for being 
overruled, and more likely to undergo that process, the moment 
they come before any tribunal of competent jurisdiction. 





Tue County Covers (Divorce) Bill, introduced by Mr. Howarp 
and Mr. Broapuvrst, proposes to carry out, after the lapse of 
more than a quarter of a century, the amendment which, during 
the passing of the Act of 1857 through Committee in the House of 
Commons, Mr. Burr unsuccessfnlly attempted to introduce. In 
place of this amendment there were added provisions (sec- 
tions 17—20) enabling the judges of assize to decree restitu- 
tion of conjugal rights and judicial separation, but they were 
repealed in the following year by 21 & 22 Vict. c. 108, s. 19. 
The present Bill proposes to give the county courts jurisdiction, 
and “all the powers and authorities of the High Court of Justice,” 
not only in ordinary proceedings for judicial separation and disso- 
lation of marriage, but also in “actions of nullity of marriage, 
actions of jactitation of marriage, actions for restitution of conjugal 
rights, and in all actions and matters matrimonial’; and these 
‘powers and authorities” will, of course, include the power of 

ing causes in camera. Clause 5 empowers the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on motion by a party to a 
divorce cause pending in a county court, and after notice to the 
other party, to transfer the cause to the High Court on such terms, 
as to security for costs or otherwise, as may seem fit; while clause 
authorizes a similar transfer during the progress of the suit by 
order of the county court. Under clause 9, a divorce cause 
be commenced either in the district where the respondent 
or in the district where the last cohabitation took place. 
10 renders it for the party to obtain leave 
from the judge or registrar of the county court in the 
ct of which the party resides, and to produce, upon the 
application for such order, a statement of the case in writing, with 
an affidavit as to the truth of the material facts stated, and as to 
his or her ‘“‘means of living,” and containing a statement 
“that he or she is not worth £25, after payment of his or her just 
debts, save and excepting his or her wearing apparel, household 
furniture, tools, and implements of trade.” This section would, 
no doubt, enable a petition to be filed by any wife not 
of separate estate, and, though it is hardly probable that there will 
be, im many cases, a disposition to reduce the pressure of the 
husband's costs, the proposed enactment seems to afford facilities 
for collusive suite. Clause 11 provides that “the court shall have 
power, on the hearing of a divorce cause, to award damages to the 
amount of £50” ; from which it seems to be contemplated te give 
the county court judges a power of claims for damages 
—— Under section 13, orders under the Act 
ate to be “by the Lord Chancellor, with the advice and 


n» 
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assistance of the judge of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division” ; the word ‘‘ judge’ must be a misprint for “ President.” 





In THE case of Sanguinetti v. Messiter, which was heard before 
Mr. Justice Manisty and a special jury on Tuesday and Wednes- 
day last; a defence was raised on behalf of one of the defendants, 
a married woman, which we believe to be a novelty in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. The plaintiff’s claim was on a joint and several 
promissory note made by the two defendants, who were husband 
and wife, for £700, with interest at the rate of one shilling per 
pound per month. The wife’s signature to the note had, of course, 
been obtained with the view of making her separate estate liable 
for the debt. The defence raised on behalf of the wife was to the 
effect that she had signed a certain paper at the urgent request 
and under the influence of her husband ; that she was wholly ignor- 
ant that the paper she was signing was a promissory note whereby 
she and her husband became liable to pay, to the plaintiff £700 
three months after date, and interest at the rate of one shilling per 

und per month; that she had no independent advice of any 
Kind; that the plaintiff was fully aware of this, and took advan- 
tage of it to obtain her signature. By way of counter-claim the 
defendant asked that it might be declared that the promissory note 
was not binding on her, and that it might be delivered up to be 
rectified by the erasure therefrom of her signature. The question 
left by Mr. Justice Manisry to the jury was whether or not the 
defence raised on behalf of the wife was true in fact, and the jury 
having answered this question in the affirmative, the learned judge 
gave judgment for the wife ; judgment against the husband, who is 
now a bankrupt, having gone by default. His lordship, in sum- 
ming up to the jury, after remarking that, so far as he knew, the 
precise point raised in this case had never been before the courts 
before, referred to the cases of Cobbett v. Brock (20 Beav. 524) and 
Kempson v. Ashbee (23 W. R. 38, L. R. 10 Ch. 15) as being, to 
a certain extent, in point. There cam, of course, be no doubt 
that such fraud or undue influence as were alleged, if clearly 
proved to have been practised, either on a married woman or 
anyone else, will furnish an equitable ground for relief; and if 
the evidence in the recent case was such as to show that the 
wife bond fide did not know what she was about when she signed 
the promissory note, there is nothing to be said except that the 
case affords an interesting instance of the ‘‘ fusion” effected by 
the Judicature Act. But we cannot help suspecting that both the 
learned judge and the jury may have acted to some extent on the 
presumption adopted by Lord Rommuy in In re Lush’s Trusts 
(L. R. 4 Ch., at p. 594), as to a married woman’s responsibility : 
‘* She was under the influence of her husband, and had not the moral 
power to resist an-influence which the law recognizes.” The true 
view was stated by Lord Justice Setwyn, as being that the 
married woman ‘‘is entitled to have the same protection as 
any other person, and to say that she is not liable for acts 
which were not done of her own free will, but in respect 
to which she was acting under such coercion as prevented her 
from being a free agent.” Whatever may have been the view 
taken in the recent case, it is obvious that juries are extremely 
likely, in similar cases, to lean in favour of a married woman, and 
the precedent is one of the utmost importance to “ financial agents.” 








The Scottish Law fone an address by Sheriff Guthrie Smith 
before the Aberdeen J Society, in which he referred to the present 
arrangements for the procurator’s remuneration. ‘‘ His fee in an ordinar 
case Jory J be Ay soon we taht in pendioring = bill, ne 8 
req to split it up into seventy or ty eighteenpenny items. The 
many objections to this antiquated system did not Gaoupe the keen eye of 
Adam Smith, who observes :—‘ It seems the custom in modern Europe to 
regulate, upon most occasions, the payment of the attorneys and clerks 
of court according to the number of pages which they had occasion to 
write; the court, however, requiring that each page should contain so 
many lines, and each so many words. In o to increase their 
payment, the attorneys and clerks have contrived to multiply words, and 
that of necessity has led to the corruption of the law nguage of, I 
believe, every court of justice in Europe. A like temptation m ht, 

en this system 


pene one a like corru in the form of jaw _seooeedings. 
ink,’’ added the sheriff, ‘‘that the time has arrived 
requires to be reconsidered,” 
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TENANTS FOR LIFE WHO RECEIVE NO 
INCOME. 


‘Wuen the late Lord Cairns was constructing his Settled Land Act, 
he was, of course, very desirous to secure for it a very wide field 
of application ; and it is evident that, with this object in view, he 
could not restrict the idea of a tenant for life, within the Act’s 
meaning, to the simple case of a legal or equitable tenant for life 
of the settled lands, in the proper acceptation of those terms. If 
this had been done, it would have been easily within the power of 
any conveyancer to construct something which, for all practical 
purposes, should be a settlement, but which did not contain any 
mention of a tenant for life within the Act’s meaning. It was 
accordingly necessary to give a much widersignification to the phrase 
‘“‘tenant for life,” as contemplated by the Act. This was partly 
effected by the language of section 2, which, while (see sub-section 
5) it defines the tenant for life as the person ‘‘ who is, for the time 
being, beneficially entitled to possession of settled land for his 
life,” also (see sub-section 10, i.) defines possession so as to include 
receipt of income. This obviously brings within the definition of 
tenant for life those cases in which a person is entitled, without 
having himself any actual estate in the lands, to receive 
the net income from the trustees. In order to carry out and 
complete this idea of extending the meaning of the phrase “‘ tenant 
for life,” section 58 was also inserted, which partly provides for 
the case of certain other ‘‘ limited owners,” whose inclusion within 
the Act was thought to be desirable, and partly to take care that 
certain perséns, who are, for most purposes of practice, to be re- 
garded as standing in the same position as a tenant for life, shall 
be brought within the Act’s provisions. In carrying out this 
policy, the Act has repeatedly provided that the existence of prior 
incumbrances shall not interfere with the status of the tenant for 
life, or his right to exercise the statutory powers. 

Some of these provisions of section 58 are, in the nature of 
provisions, designed to circumvent the possible devices of convey- 


. ancers, whose clients might wish to evade the Act’s intention, and 


therefore they are necessarily of a somewhat tortuous and obscure 
character, and likely to give rise to doubtful cases. In Jn re Jones 
(32 W. R. 735, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 736), a person who in fact received 
no income from the settled estate, because the income happened to 
be swallowed up by prior incumbrances, but who would have been 
entitled for life to the surplus if the rents had been sufficiently 
large to leave a surplus after providing for the incumbrances, was 
held by the Court of Appeal to be a tenant for-life within the 
meaning of the Act. We do not deny that this decision is fairly 
deducible from the Act’s language. In a more recent case, a 
similar principle has been carried by Vice-Chancellor Bacon to 
much greater, and, perhaps, to more dubious, lengths. 

In the case to which we refer—Jn re Clitheroe Estate 
L. R. 28 Ch. D. 378)—the provisions of the will by which 
the settlement was effected differed materially from those of the 
testator in Jn re Jones. The will not only provided for the pay- 
ment off of prior charges by the trustees out of rents and profits, 
but also contained a direction that the trustees should, upon the 
testator’s decease, enter into possession of the settled estates, and 
should, ‘‘ during the continuance of the trusts for the liquidation 
and extinction of debts and charges thereinbefore created, hold the 
possession or receipt of the rents and profits’’ of the estates, and 
“not deliver the same to any person beneficially interested in any part 
thereof,” with full powers of management. The question arose 
whether a person who, when the trust above mentioned had come 
to an end, would be tenant for life, was in fact also tenant for life, 
within the Act’s meaning, during the continuance of the trust 
for liquidation. Vice-Chancellor Bacon held that he was, and 
that, as such, he was entitled to exercise the statutory powers. 

We should by no means venture to say that it is impossible to 
make out an detente for this decision. But the learned judge 
plainly rested his decision upon the above-mentioned case of Jn 
re Jones, and, while he distinctly approved of that decision, he 
also clearly intimated that, in his opinion, the present case was 
absolutely concluded by its authority. In this last opinion we 
find it impossible to concur. In our humble opinion, there is a 
very great difference between a case in which, in the ordinary 
meaning of the words, a person is tenant for life, subject to certain 
incumbrances, and another case in which, in the ordinary meaning 








of the words, a person will, at some future time, be tenant for 
life, after certain incumbrances have been discharged out of 
accumulations of income. In the former case it is a mere accident 
—a mere question of the fluctuating value of the rents and 
profits—whether the tenant for life gets any actual benefit out of 
the estate, while in the latter case the question does not depend 
upon the magnitude, for the time being, of the returns from the 
estate, but upon the final completion of the testator’s provisions 
for the liquidation of liabilities. In In re Jones, if the 
rents had, in any year, risen above a certain ‘ 
sco as to leave a surplus, the tenant for life would, 
instanter and ipso facto, have become entitled to that surplus. 
But in Jn re Clitheroe Estate no mere increase in the rents 
and profits could have given the (future) tenant for life an 
immediate claim. Even though the rise had been so enormous as 
to enable the prior incumbrances to be liquidated in a single year, 
he would have acquired no title until sfter the trustees had 
actually carried the liquidation into effect. And this distinction 
does seem, to our apprehension, to mark a distinction between In 
re Jones and In re Clitheroe, which makes it impossible to say that 
the latter case was simply concluded by the former. It would, in 
our opinion, be quite possible to overrule the decision in Jn re 
Clitheroe without at all touching the decision in Jn re Jones. 
The one is the case of a person who really is beneficially entitled 
to the income of the estate, subject to certain incumbrances ; while 
the other is the case of a person who is not in presenti beneficially 
entitled to the income at all. 

We observe from the cause lists that Jn re Clitheroe has been 
set down for appeal, and for the present we abstain from further 
comment. We may remark that among the incumbrances for 
which the trustees were to provide were several annuities of fixed 
amounts, one of which was payable to the person claiming to be 
tenant for life. But this circumstance does not seem to affect the 
argument, and seems to have had nothing to do with the decision. 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


— 


Il.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 

CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 
ATTENDANCES IN CoURT AND AT JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 

THE practical observation which will probably first occur to most 

solicitors in connection with the duty of attending in court is that 

it is not desirabie for the solicitor to take into court a hat which can 

be materially the worse for being subjected to a species of football 

treatment, and that it is desirable for him to keep a vigilant upon 

his umbrella if he would desire to retain the possession, as as the 

legal ownership, of the same. But, apart from such essentially 

personal and selfish considerations, there are matters worthy of 
reflection, both as to court and chamber attendances. 

Foremost of these, ond all question, is the importance of being 
pre for the work that has to be done. That seems a very trite 
and obvious remark. But is it superfluous to lay stress upon it? 
Let us test the answer to this question by a few illustrations, the 
truth of which may be readily enough verified by anyone who 
takes his seat in court or cham as the case may be, and looks 
with attention upon what is passing before his eyes. 

A contested motion or other application is, we will say, made in 
court, and the evidence on each side is documentary. The solici 
take their seats in the ‘‘ well.” The solicitor on one side has 
i fully for what he has todo. The solicitor on 
side has stuffed a lot of papers helter-skelter into his bag, and comes 
into court without any previous reflection or preparation, without 
having even arran @ papers which are certain to be required. 
What ensues ? the one side, paper called for will be 
forthcoming the moment it is needed. will be an absence of 
all flurry and fussiness, The judge will not have to ask twice fora 
paper, and counsel will not have an argument in mid-air, 
and the thread of it lost in consequence, for want of documents to the 
contents of which are adi ing themselves. 
to speak, work smoothly. On the side, the solicitor will have 
nothing ready to hand. If an affidavit is suddenly asked for he will 
have to plunge into a maze of disordered papers and seek 
wildly for it, while the judge looks unutterable things, the registrar 
leans over, taps him iently on the shoulder, and murmurs 
unkind remarks, and his counsel are disconcerted and unnerved. 
He may ultimately find what is wanted, or he may suddenly remem, 
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ber that that particular affidavit has been left at his office, or that the 
office copy has never been fetched away, or he may simply fail either 
to find it or remember what has become of it. The result is, at the 
best, supremely uncomfortable for the solicitor, and, at the worst, 
may seriously prejudice his client. 

To take another imaginary case. An action is tried in which 
witnesses are to be called. On one side the witnesses will all be 
well in hand. When they are wanted to give their evidence they 
will be promptly forthcoming. When it is desired by counsel to 
obtain, for p of cross-examination or otherwise, information 
which can be given only by an intended witness, the witness will be 
at his or the solicitor’s elbow in a moment. On the other side, the 
witnesses will, perhaps, have had no intelligible directions for findin 
the court. If with or without such aid they have found it, they will 
be left to shift for themselves and to wander about at pleasure. They 
will naturally choose all sorts of wanderings, according to their 
fancy and station of life. Thus, the witness of superior class will 
probably have a fancy to see how matters are getting on in the other 
courts just at the moment of his being most wanted in the court to 
which he has been summoned. On the other hand, the nautical or 
lighterman type of witness will gravitate with tolerable certainty 
towards liquid refreshment, and not always for a brief in time 
or moderate potations in quantity. It is not an agreeable part of the 
solicitor’s duty to keep witnesses from these vagaries, but it has to be 
done if the case is to be tried to the best advantage, and is largely a 
matter of system and decision of mind. The solicitor does not 
require to be either a drover or a policeman, but he has to make his 
witnesses realize that when they are in attendance for the bes ee of 
givinig evidence they must make their convenience ped | pleasure 
subservient to the exigencies of the matter in hand. Sometimes, if 
@ case is of great magnitude or length, it is desirable to have an 
abiding place of rest and refreshment for witnesses within a con- 
venient distan ce of the court, from which they may be extracted when 
required. But this plan is liable to abuse by reason of the deep- 
seated impression in the minds of many people that the trial of an 
action at law, however serious a matter it may be for the parties 
concerned, is an occasion for unwonted feasting to the witness. We 
have known this odd idea to be even carried to the length of a witness 
covertly — several of his relations and friends upon spirituous 
liquors with intent to include the cost of the proceeding in his 
** expenses,” and, as we verily believe, without any qualm of con- 
science whatever. 

Once more—and passing this time from court to chambers—an 
—— is made to one of the chancery chief clerks in an 

inistration suit. The suit has passed through several stages, 
and the application is based, of necessity, upon the exact state of 
the proceedings as then existing. The solicitor who bearsin mind, 
in the conduct of his business, the simple axiom which we have 
taken as the text of these illustrations, will have thought out 
beforehand exactly what it is that the chief clerk will probably ask 
for in the way of papers and information, and the grounds which 
he will urge in supporting the application. If he neglects the first 
of these measures, he may figure in some such dialogue 
as the following i 

Chief Clerk: ‘‘ Let me see the judgment.” 

—— (after a prolonged fumble): ‘‘I don’t seem to have got 
i 

Chief Clerk: ‘‘ What is the date of it?” 

Solicitor : ‘*I don’t remember.” 

Chief Clerk a : “Certificate of fund.” 

Solicitor : ‘‘I beg your pardon——.” 

Chief Clerk (louder, and possibly with asperity): ‘ Certificate of 


Solicitor : “Oh! I didn’t get one—I didn’t know it would be 


Chief Clerk: ‘‘ What affidavit do you wish to read ?” 

_, Solicitor (brightening up): ‘‘ An affidavit of John Smith. I have 
it here, but it is not filed yet.” 

Chief Clerk: ‘‘Then I cannot read it. It is perfectly useless to 
come in this way without any of the proper materials. Summons 
——— Next case— Robinson v. Jones.” 

0 a8 to previous consideration of the points to be raised on the 
merits of an application at chambers. It is not a matter involving 
& great nditure of time and trouble, but a habit of thought 
which the need of marshalling the facts and arguments. 
Without a care and reflection — — the statement of facts 
is tolerably sure to be confused or needlessly tedious, and points in 

to be ruined altogether or put in such an order and shape 
as to lose half their force. It follows, of necessity, that the client’s 
interests cannot be well served. 

There is another matter which specially concerns the solicitor when 

court—the extent to which in the course of the proceedings 
he communicate with his counsel. It would, of course, be 
absurd to attempt to lay down =; & general rules of an affirmative 
kind as to this, but something may be said upon its negative aspect, 





As in most other things, there are in this instance two extremes to 
be alike avoided as errors. They are, on the one hand, a habit of 
overmuch interruption, and, on the other hand, a habit of abstaining 
from interruption to the extent of allowing erroneous statements of 
the facts or objects in view to pass unnoticed. 

There is much to be said in excuse for both these oneal It is to 
be remembered of the former that the case will have n in the 
solicitor’s charge probably for months. He will be saturated with 
every feature and detail of it ; whereasthe eminent Queen’s Counsel who 
is charged with the task of presenting it in court never heard of it, 

rhaps, until two days ago, and from pressure of his engagements 
ine unfortunately not been able to read his papers with that care and 
attention which might have been desired. 6 result is that eminent 
Queen’s Counsel are heard occasionally to mention confidently events 
not previously suspected of having occurred, and to omit facts of 
considerable importance. And all this while the solicitor who has 
the whole case at his fingers’ ends and whose anxious client is possibly 
plucking at his sleeve is on tenterhooks. A similar state of things 
may be imagined when the examination of witnesses is progressing. 
But, allowing for all this, there is on the part of many solicitors a 
tendency to overstep the bounds of corrections or suggestions on 
material points, and to keep up a perfect fusillade of interruption 
until the counsel conducting the case is goaded to desperation and 
completely loses nerve and patience. This is especially harmful 
where an elaborate argument is being addressed to the court. It is 
not a very uncommon thing to see a barrister pulled up and obliged 
to correct himself for having incidentally referred to an event as 
happening on one day when it happened on another, although the 
date cone he absolutely immaterial. Interruptions on trivial points 
are apt to affect the nerves (we might even say the temper) of the 
speaker, to cause him embarrassment, and to throw him off the 
particular train of argument which he is seeking to enforce. And, 
again, even where an interruption is really necessary there are many 
degrees in the choice of time and method. One solicitor will jump up 
when his counsel is in the middle of a sentence, and bring to a 
full stop, where another will wait, if possible, for a convenient pause, 
or quietly place a slip of paper in front of the speaker. The differ- 
ence may seem a small matter, but, multiplied by several instances, its 
practical importance is not to be despised. . 

The converse extreme, of letting really important mistakes or 
omissions pass unnoticed, may be traced to a variety of causes. The 
solicitor may, for instance, be overmuch afraid of making the mis- 
take on which we have just been dwelling, or he may too blindly 
accept the utterances and tactics of his advocate as infallible, and so 
fail to be on the watch to correct any slips of real consequence. But, 
whatever may be the cause, the effect is unquestionably mischievous. 








REVIEWS. 


EQUITY JURISPRUDENCE. 


COMMENTARIES ON Equity JURISPRUDENCE. By Hon. Mr. Justice 
Story. First Enyeuisn Epirion. By W. E. Griassy, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The editor of a new edition of a standard law book has two 
courses open to him to choose from, either of which may lead to a 
satisfactory result. He may reproduce the original book verbatim, 
and bring it up to date by means of additional notes or inter- 
polated sections, distinguishing these by brackets or other de- 
vices from the original text; or he may rewrite such parts of his 
author as new laws and decisions have made obsolete, and thus in 
effect produce a new treatise. Each of these courses has been pur- 
sued with more or less advan in various text-books with which we 
are familiar ; and it may be matter of doubt which course would have 
been the best to adopt in bringing out a new edition of Story’s Equity 
Jurisprudence. But, in the edition before us, and which is stated on 
the title-page to be the “ First English Edition,” the editor has 
thought fit to adopt a singular and not very happy compremise be- 
tween the two. On the one hand, he has left a great deal in the book 
which is quite out of date, so far as English law is concerned, and, on 
the other, he has not distinguished in any way between that part of 
the text which is pure ‘‘Story” and that which ig due to one of 
Story’s numerous, and by no means always able, editors. Thus we 
find, at page 18, in a note, ‘‘ By a late English statute the superior 
courts ——— law in Westminster are authorized to issue 
writs of injunction,” &c., a statement which would be appropriate 
in the mouth of a legal Rip Van Winkle. Mr. Grigsby has appar- 
ently adopted one of the most recent of the American editions as the 
ground-work for his own; and the more recent editions of Story, 
notably those by Mr. E. V. Balch, have not been free from very grave 
errors, many of which Mr. Grigsby has reproduced without any 
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attempt to correct them. Thus, to take only one instance, in dis- 
cussing the question of what constitutes ormance by a 
vendee so as to take a contract out of the Statute of Frauds, we 
are told (p. 503), on the authority of Coles v. Pilki: (23 W. R. 41, 
L. R. 19 Eq. 174) and Williams v. Evans (Ibid. 547), that 
“the improvements (by the vendee) should be ent and 
valuable, in order to constitute part performance.” Neither of these 
cases, it is hardly necessary to say, establishes any such doctrine. 
And, again, at p. 521, the effect of Hise v. Else (L. R. 13 Eq. 190) 
is entirely misstated. We have only compared Mr. re edition 
with the American one of 1872, and there is internal evidence in his 
book that he himself has made use of a later American edition, so that 
we are unable to say whether other errors which we have observed 
are all Mr. sg ooh own or have originally come across the Atlantic. 
We observe, however, many omissions of cases which cannot be 
charged to the American editors. For instance, in discussing 
whether specific performance may be resisted on the ground of a 
bond fide mistake by the resisti rty only, the case of Tamplin 
v. James (29 W. R. 311, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 215) is not referred to, 
nor is Re Bellamy and Mi itan Board of Works (31 W. R. 900, 
L. R. 24 Ch. D. 387) alluded to in connection with the case of 
Robertson v. Armstrong, which is quoted at p. 885 as deciding that 
‘*payment to the agent of the trustees is payment to the trustees.” 
In his treatment of Lord Cairns’ Act Mr. Grigsby has been some- 
what capricious. At p. 496, section 2 of that Act is quoted as if still 
unrepealed, while at p- 538, after referring to the same section, he 
adds a note to the following effect :—‘‘ Though Lord Cairns’ Act was 
repealed by the Statute Law Revision Act, 1881, yet the jurisdiction 
thereby given to a court of equity to award damages seems to be 
continued by section 4 of the latter Act, which provides that the 
* of this Act shall not affect ‘any jurisdiction, or principle, or 

e of law or equity established or confirmed . . . by or under 
any enactment repealed by this Act.’” This sounds like a faint and 
imperfect echo of the judgment in Sayers v. Collier (33 W. R. 91), 
which must have been pronounced about the time that this book was 
going to press. We are sorry we cannot speak more favourably of 
this work. It shows marks of baste and want of consideration. 





MORGAN’S CHANCERY ACTS AND ORDERS. 


Tar STATUTES, RULES oF CouRT, AND GENERAL ORDERS RELATING 
TO THE PRACTICE AND JURISDICTION OF THE CHANCERY DIVISION 
OF THE HicgH Court oF JUSTICE AND THE CouRT OF APPEAL. 
With Copious Notes. Being the Sixth Edition of Morgan’s 
Chancery Acts and Orders, By the Right Hon. GzorGE OsBorRNE 
Morean, Q.C., M,P., Her Majesty’s Judge Advocate General, 
= EDWARD ALBERT WURTZBERG, Barrister-at-Law- Stevens & 

ns, 


In reviewing the last edition of this work, we expressed an opinion 
that it did not equal its predecessors in carefulness of execution. 
The defects to which we alluded are explained by the statement in 
the preface to the present edition, that the last edition was brought 
out under ‘‘ circumstances of exceptional pressure,’ and it is added 
that the work has been — to thorough revision, and the 
greater part of it has been entirely rewritten. No inconsiderable part 
of the matter, indeed, is entirely new, not merely by reason of the 
additions to the list of Judicature Acts since 1876 and the passing of 
the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts and Married Women’s 
Property Act, but also by the new Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
and the new Supreme Court Funds’ Rules. e notes to these 
additions consist, of course, mainly of brief statements of, or 
references to, the decisions; and, both as to this part of the work and 
as to the older statutes, the result of our investigation of the work has 
been to show that the editors are, speaking generally, justified in their 
assertion that the cases, within the scope of the oak, ve been care- 
fully noted up down to the date of publication— subject, however, tothe 
qualification that most of the cases noted are confined to the Weekly 
Notes and the four series of contemporary reports. We may, 

rhaps, be allowed to call the attention of the editors to the 
act that with regard both to the recent Acts, and especially 
with re to the Rules of Court, there are numerous decisions to 
be found in the ‘‘ Cases of the Week” in this and other legal journals 
which do not find their way either into the Weekly Notes or the reports, 
and which would be useful in a book of practice. Areference to the 
pages of the ‘‘ Annual Practice,” which is now to be seen on the desks of 
most of the judges of the Supreme Court, and in the hands of 
many practitioners, will show the extent to which this remark is 
applicable to the Judicature Acts and Rules, It is natural eno 

t ina work of the enormous range of that before us there should 
be oversights here and there; but we are bound to say that those we 
have discovered have been of a slight description, and we think 
we are justified in saying that the present edition of this valuable 
work is marked by « care and completeness which leave com- 
paratively little to be desired. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


“OFFICER OF THE COURT.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The whole body of solicitors ought to be much indebted to 
you for your able and out-spoken article, under this head, in your issue 
of the 18th ult. 

From the very nature of the case, it is impossible for any individual 
to arrogate to himself the right to take up the cudgels on behalf of 
solicitors, and for this reason we ought to be the more grateful to you 
for so doing. 

It is certainly no tion to say that a large proportion of the 
most important and delicate matters of business in the whole country 
is conducted by solicitors, and, with few exceptions, with ind 
honesty, and skill, and in the face of temptations to which i 
and judges are never ex ; yet, because a few isolated cases of 
misconduct come before the _indges, some of them consider they are 
justified in using from the expressions condemning the whole 
of our branch of the profession. 

So far from these expressions being justified, it is well known that, 
for many years past, the status of solicitors as a class has been very 
much raised, and there are many men now practising as solicitors 
who need yield to no judge on the bench in honour, learning, or 
ability. 

ak a matter, therefore, much to be regretted that some of the 
judges should think fit to give themselves airs of superiority, and 
should, in some instances, forget to treat solicitors with the courtesy 
and respect due from one tleman to another; but I think that 
when ions, such as those referred to by your correspondent, 
‘* A London Solicitor,” fall from the bench, we may safely treat them 
with contempt, as they are fortunately rare, and carry their own 
refutation with them. 

It is, indeed, only necessary to direct the attention of most of the 
judges to the injustice involved in the incautious use by them of 
general expressions of condemnation of our branch of the profession 
to prevent their forgettin ae in future in this respect 

ere is, however, another question to which I think the attention 

of the judges might be directed—viz., the character of the sentences 
pore by them upon solicitors who are convicted before them of pro- 
essional offences. All respectable solicitors must desire complete 
purification of the profession, but we continually see solicitors con- 
victed of offences which, in the eyes of their brethren, unquestionably 
disqualify them from ising on their own account again; but 
these offences are treated by the judges as if of comparatively small 
importance, and instead of striking the offenders off the rolls, they 
often pass sentences of suspension from practice for short periods of 
time, and thus in turn loose upon society men who are either 
unwilling or unable to recognize the fundamental principles by which 

their conduct ought to be governed. 

The Remuneration question is in a most important one, not 
merely in the interests of the profession, but also of the public. 
It may with safety be averred that the recent attempts to cut down 
the remuneration of solicitors are not conceived in the true interest of 
the public. The tendency in all other businesses and professions has, 
of late years, been towards increased remuneration, as a necessary 
consequence of the increased cost of living at the present day. 
Solicitors alone have been attacked, and their remuneration diminished, 
as if the services they rendered to their clients were less valuable now 
than of yore, and this notwithstanding the unquestioned fact that 
the general body of the profession are of a higher class. 

This lower professional remuneration has been more conspicuous in 
contentious matters than in other business, and, by a natural 
of selection, contentious business is falling by sure and rapid — 
into the hands of the lower of the procession. 

It is notorious that, at present time, the disbursements in 
contentious business are so heavy, and the ion of the total costs 
which can be recovered from the opposite side is so small, that the risk, 
both to client and solicitor, is too great. Consequently, both client 
and solicitor avoid the courts if ible. 

Under these circumstances, it is not to be wondered at that 
cases of impropriety of conduct come to the notice of the judges, and, 
unless I am mist , it will be found that these cases increase in 
number, though the cases which find their way into court diminish in 
importance. 

t is a bad system which drives suitors away from the courts of the 
country, and which renders it not worth the while of the best men in 
the profession to appear in those courts. xX. 





A NOMINAL SALARY.” 
[Yo the Bditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Being a young pean Fy admitted, and on the look out 
for something to do, not so m for pecuniary gai 
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experience, I am beset by the following difficulties :—First, the diffi- 
culty of obtaining anything to do at all; secondly, if I say that I will 
accept a nominal salary, what may I accept as such without compro- 
mising the dignity of my fellow ‘“‘ unemployed,” who, being new to 
the profession, are naturally very jealous of its dignity ? and, thirdly, 
what sum should a young solicitor just admitted reasonably expect 
to obtain as a salary ? 

I should be glad to know from your readers their views on these 
three heads, especially on head No. 2, as to what is a nominal salary. 

May 5. PERPLEXED. 





BILLS OF SALE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


Sir,—A bill of sale is given by A. to B. for £100. Shortly after, A. 
uires a further loan from B. of £20 on the same security and a few 
additional articles. Will a further charge for £20, with or without 
charge on additional articles, be void under the 12th section of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882? 
An answer to this in your next issue will oblige 
May 4. A SUBSCRIBER. . 


[We are not aware that the point has ever been decided; but we 
think there can be little doubt that the further charge would be a 
** bill of sale” within the definition in section 4 of the Act of 1878, 
and section 3 of the Act of 1882; and, the consideration for it being 
ies ay it would be void under section 12 of the latter Act.— 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Brut or Excuance—Sreciric APPROPRIATION or Goops.—In a case of 
Phelps v. Comber, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 5th inst., there 
was a question as to the specific appropriation of goods or their proceeds 
to meet bills of exchange which had en drawn to payforthem. Theplain- 
tiffs were bankers in New York. The defendant was a merchant resident in 
England, but carrying on business in partnership with one Johnston in 
Pernambuco, in Brazil, under the name of Johnston, Pater, & Co. Johnston 
traded in Liverpool as Samuel Johnsjon & Co., and that firmacted as bankers 
and agents in England for the Brazilian firm. The defendant had but asmall 
interest in the Brazilian firm, Johnston being the principal partner. In 
1879 the Pernambuco firm ordered some goods in America through Samuel 
Johnston & Co., who telegraphed to B., the general agent in New York of 
the two firms, to buy the goods. B. bought the goods, and forwarded 
them, together with the bills of lading, to the Pernambuco firm. To pay 
for the goods B. drew several bills of exchange upon Samuel Johnston & 
Co., of Liverpool. The bills of exchange, and a copy of the bills of 
lading, were forwarded to Liverpool. To each of the bills of exchange 
was attached a counterfoil, which was headed as follows: ‘* Advice of 
Draft.—To Messrs. Samuel Johnston & Co., Liverpool,” and, after stating 
the number, date, and amount of the draft, and the shipments against 
which it was drawn, concluded as follows: ‘‘ Please protect the draft as 
advised above, and oblige drawer.“ It was alleged that the counterfoil 
was solely for the purpose of giving information to Samuel Johnston & Co., 
and no one else, of the particulars stated in it, and in order to secure that 
the bills should not be presented to them for their acceptance without their 
being at the same time informed of the shipments made by their 
agent. When the bills were presented for acceptance to S. Johnston 
& Co., they detached the counterfoils, and retained them in 
their own possession. B. sold the bills of exchange to the plaintiffs, 
—* were tw A — of them, when Samuel Johnston & Co. 

x seg payment. Upon hearing of the sto e, B. at once telegraphed 
to the Pernambuco firm that they must hold the shipments, Se the 
proceeds of the sale thereof, as security for the plaintiffs as holders of the 
bills. The Pernambuco firm, who -had received no information from B. 
respecting his drawing of the bills, received the proceeds of the —— 
from the purchasers who had ordered them in Brazil, but applied the 
proceeds in payment of a balance which was due to them from the Liver- 
pool firm. e plaintiffs claimed payment by the defendant of the 
amounts of the bills of exchange, with interest, or, in the alternative, 
that an account might be taken of the goods, and of the disposition 
thereof by the defendant or his Pernambuco firm, and of the proceeds of 
the sale received by or on behalf of the defendant or his said firm. 
Bacon, V.C., though he was of opinion that the transaction was a very 
dishonest one, held (L. R. 26 Ch. D. 755), on the authority of Ex parte 
Banner (L. R. 2 Ch. D. 278), that there had been no specific appropriation 
of the goods or their proceeds to meet the bills of exchange, and he dis- 
missed the action. The Court of Appeal (Corrox, Linoiey, and Fry, 
LJJ.) affirmed the decision.—Counser, Reid, Q.C., and Northmore 
Lawrence ; Marten, Q.C., and F. Thompson, Soricrrons, Hollams, Son, $ 
Coward ; Field, Roscoe, & Co. 


Vexpor axp Poxcnasen—Contrnacr rou Sate or Lann—Venvon’s 
Riourt to xesctxy.—In a case of In re Dames and Wood, before the Court of 
Appeal, No. 2, onthe lst inst., there was aquestionas to the right of a vendor 





to rescind a contract for the sale of real estate. One of the conditions of 
sale provided that, ‘‘if the purchaser shall take any objection or make 
any requisition as to the title, evidence or commencement of title, con- 
veyance, or otherwise, which the vendor is unable or unwilling to remove 
or comply with, the vendor may, by notice in writing, rescind the 
contract for sale.”” The purchaser made various requisitions, with which 
the vendor declined to comply, and gave notice to the purchaser under 
the condition that he rescinded the contract for sale, offering at the 
same time to repay the purchaser his deposit. In reply to the notice, the 
purchaser’s solicitors denied the vendor’s right to rescind, and insisted that 
it was his duty to answer the requisitions so far as he could, but they 
added, ‘‘ As we infer from your notice that the vendor is either unable or 
unwilling to comply with the objections and requisitions as to the title 
which remain unsatisfied, we hereby intimate to you that our client with- 
draws all such objections and requisitions, and that he is willing to com- 
plete the purchase.” A draft of a conveyance was afterwards sent to the 
vendor’s solicitors, and it was not returned. No actual tender of the 
deposit was made by the vendor. The purchaser took out a summons under 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, asking a declaration that he was 
entitled to have the property conveyed to him by the vendor on payment 
of the balance of the purchase-money. Bacon, V.C., held (32 W. R. 844, 
L. R. 27 Ch. D. 172) that the notice to rescind had put an end to 
the contract, and that the purchaser had no longer any right under 
it. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision.—CounsEL, Solomon; Russell Roberts. Soxtcrrors, Emanuel § 
Simmonds ; Brook §& Chapman. 


Emetoyers’ Lianmiry Act, 1880, s. 6, sup-srction 1—RIGHT TO stay 
Procerpines in County Court, AND TO REMOVE AcTIoN INTO HicH Covxr 
—Covunty Courts Act, 1856, s. 39.—In the case of The Queen v. The Judge 
of the City of London Court, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 29th 
ult., the question was as to whether section 39 of the County Courts Act, 
1856, is applicable to actions under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. 
The facts were that two actions for £300 each were brought in the City of 
London Court against Messrs. Lucas & Aird under the Act of 1880. The 
defendants thereupon gave notice, under section 39 of the Act of 1856, 
that they objected to the action being tried in the City of London Court, 
and, they having complied with the conditions imposed by the section, all 
proceedings were stayed. The plaintiffs then commenced actions in the 
High Court, but subsequently discontinued them, and applied to the judge 
of the City of London Court to remove the stay of proceedings on the 
action in that court, so as to allow the action to continue. The judge 
granted the application, whereupon the defendants obtained a rule nisi for 
a prohibition. Mathew and A. L. Smith, JJ., discharged the rule, on thie 
ground that section 39 of the Act of 1856 was not applicable to actions 
under the Act of 1880 (see report sub nom. Claxton v. Lucas § Aird, 33 
W. R. 521), The defendants appealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., and 
Baacatiay and Bowen, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Brerr, M.R., said 
that the Act of 1880 invented five new causes of action, and gave a remedy 
in respect of them—viz., trial in a county court. The High Court would 
have no jurisdiction to try those causes of action unless they were 
removed there under section 6, sub-section 1. The latter words of that 
sub-section introduced into the section the mode of removal of an action 
from a county court into the High Court, but not the mode of staying 
proceedings under section 39 of the Act of 1856. The section being clear, 
and pointing out an imperative tribunal, it was impossible to say that such 
causes of action could be otherwise dealt with than by trial in the county 
court, or removal under section 6 into the High Court. An action should 
be so removed, not merely on account of the amount of the claim, but 
only in very exceptional cases, as where some new question of law, or very 
difficult question of fact, is raised. Baaoattay and Bowen, L.JJ., 
concurred. — Counset, Jelf, Q.C., McCall and Acland ; Horne Payne. 
Soxicrrors, Cope § Co. ; Ranger § Burton. 


LanDLorp AND TeNnANT—CovEeNANT By LANDLORD TO KEEP Drain IN 
Reratrr—Irrvurtion or Sewace—Reram py Tenant witnour Notice to 
Lanptorp—Lianinity or Lanptoxrp.—The case of Hugall v. M’ Kean, 
before the Court of Ap , No. 1, on the lst inst., raised a question 
whether a landlord who covenanted to keep drains in repair can be 
sued for non-repair unless he has had notice of want of repair. The 
plaintiff, the proprietor of a ladies’ school at Blackheath, and the defend- 
ant, a receiver in an administration action, agreed fora lease of a house at 
Blackheath for a term of three years, and the receiver covenanted to keep 
the drains and sewers in good tenantable repair and condition during the 
tenancy. He was also empowered to enter the premises at any time for 
the purpose of —— with the terms of the covenant. The plaintiff 
took possession of the house and occupied it for the purposes of her school. 
On June 18, 1883, the basement was suddenly flooded with sewage which 
forced itself up the traps. The plaintiff immediately called in a sanitary 
engineer, who found the drains in a defective and dilapidated state. The 
plaintiff, without notice to the defendant, did thg necessary * 
and sued the defendant for the cost. The defence was that the plain- 
tiff should have given notice to the Chancery Division of the want of 
repair, and the chief clerk said he was unable to allow anything which was 
not legall due. At the trial before Wills, J., the jury found that the 
plaintiff did not know, and had not the means of knowing, that the drains 
were in a bad condition prior to June 18, 1883; and that the defendant 
did not know, but had the means of knowing, that the drains were in a 
bad condition prior to thatdate. Judgment ay taper for the defend- 
ant on the findings, the mae appealed. e court (Brert, M.R., 
Baooattay and Bowen, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Baurr, M.R., said 
that the terms of the covenant were substantially the same as those con- 
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strued in Makin y. Watkinson (19 W. R. 286, L. R.6 Ex. 25). There it was 


said by , B., * We ought toimport into such a covenant the condi- 
tion that the landlord shall have notice of the want of repair before he can 
be called on under the covenant to make it good.’”’ In the circumstances the 
present case was hard on the plaintiff, but it was not cruel, because the 
Chan Division had to consider the rights of the other interested 
in the administration action. Their lordships must e by the law and 
say that the judgment should beaffirmed. Baccatuay and Bows, L.JJ., 
were of the same opinion.—CounseL, L. Coward; Fullarton. Soxtcrrors, 
F. C. Greenfield ; Jackson § Wright. 


R. 8. ©., 1883, orp. 28, r. 11—AureRation or ORDER PASSED AND 
ENTERED.—In a case of Blake v. Harvey, before the Court of Appeal, No. 
2, on the 6th inst., a question arose as tothe power of the court to alter 
an order which has been passed and entered. The action was brought by 
a mortgagee for foreclosure. The plaintiff applied - 4 summons under 
rule 1 of order 15 for the ordinary accounts. The chief clerk made a 
note in his book of an order for the usual account, with the usual 
consequential foreclosure in default of — by the defendant. 
Upon the drawing up of the order, the defendant objected that an order 
for cage foreclosure could not be made under order 15. The 
plaintiff then consented to waive this, and the order was accordingly 
drawn up by the registrar without any direction for foreclosure, and it was 
passed and entered in that form. When the matter came before the 
chief clerk to take the account, he declined to proceed while the order 
was in that form, which, he said, was not the order he had originall 
made. The matter was then mentioned again to the i , and, 
without any application to the judge, the registrar, with the authority of 
the chief clerk, altered the order by inserting the ordinary direction for 
foreclosure in default of payment. The defendant objected to the alteration, 
and applied to Kay, J., to strike out the addition which had been made. 
Kay, J., refused to do this, but he stayed proceedings under the amended 
order, and gave the plaintiff liberty to a for a similar order. The 
Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpiex, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the pro- 
ceedings had been entirely irregular, and they discharged the order of 
Kay, J., and directed the amended order to be restored to the form in 
which it stood before it was altered by the registrar. Corron, L.J., said 
that there had been no accjdental slip or omission in the order as originally 
drawn up by the registrar, and, if there had been, in order that it should 

corrected, there ought to have been a motion or summons, Neither of 
these steps had been taken, and the addition was made without any 
authority. When the matter came before Kay, J., he ought to have taken 
care that the record of the court should not be altered in this way, and the 
record must now be put right by striking out the unauthorized addition. 
Linviey, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., thought that the course which had 
been parsued was entirely irregular. ‘The records of the court were not to 
be altered except in the ool pr enemy by the rules. As to the costs, 
it was said that the plaintiff had done ret Rom which he could do, and 
that the alteration was rather forced upon him. But he had availed him- 
self of the altered order, and he might have applied to the ju for a 
direction to the chief clerk to proceed with the accounts er the 
original order. The plaintiff had been more in the wrong than the 
defendant, and it was y his duty to keep the record straight. He 
must pay the costs in both courts.—Counsx1, Stirling ; Solomon. So.tcrrors, 
E. Chester ; Blake § Snow. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 


Girt to Caartry—Promiss to pay Sum in ANNvAL InsTALMENTS— 
Dearn Or PromIseR BEFORE INSTALMENTS ALL PAID—L1aBiiity or Estate 
FoR Baan NSIDERATION—STaTuTE oF Fravups, s. 4.—In a case of 
Creed v. Henderson, before Pearson, J., on the 2nd inst., a question arose 
as to the liability of the estate of a testator for the unpaid balance of a 
sum which he had promised to contribute to a charity in a certain number 
of annual instalments. The testator had promised to give £20,000 to the 
charity, to be paid in five annual instalments of £4,000 each. After pay- 
ing three of the instalments he died, and the committee which managed 
the charity claimed to prove against his estate for the amount of the two 
unpaid instalments. ere was no writing signed by the testator such as 
tosatisfy section 4 of the Statute of Frauds. But on behalf of the com- 
mittee it was contended that there was an executed consideration which 
took the case out of the statute. It was that there was considera- 
tion for the testator’s — because the committee had incurred risk 
and trouble on the faith of it, and had made grants to the objects of the 
charity, payable in a series of annual instalments, relying upon the ful- 
filment of the testator’s promise. Pxarson,~J., admit the 
claim. He believed this was the first time in the history of 
Chancery in which an attempt had been made to make a dead man’s 
estate liable for a promise given during his lifetime to make 

. The commi was not a) ted for the purpose of incurring any 
risk or liability of any sort, beyond the risk and trouble which persons 
who undertook the management of charities al took on themselves. 
It was admitted that, unless the claimants co show a legal debt, 
they had no case; it was n to show that there was a itive 
legal contract by the testator to pay the whole £20,000. e first 
gr was whether there was any contract at all in a legal sense. 

as there any consideration of any sort for the testator’s promise ? 
He was utterly at loss to find any. He had no doubt that if the testator 
had lived, and had been able to pay, he would have paid the remaining 
instalm not as being bound by any legal contract to pay, but as 
making a table gift which he had expressed an intention to make. 


g 


There was no consideration at all for the promise. The committee 
undertook no liability. There was no duty which they undertook as 
between themselves and the testator; there was no bin obligation 
between them. Supposing the committee had chosen to dissolve them- 
selves, the members w have been under no kind of liability to him. 
There was nothing more than an intention of contributing on the 
and an intention on the other to manage and distribute the fund for the 
purpose for which it was formed The Statute of Frauds was fatal tothe 
claim, if there was n else. The contract alleged was not to be per- 
formed within a year, and there was nothing in wri the 
statute. There was no executed consideration, if that would have taken 
the case out of the statute ; but what his understood by executed 
i i ce, which was ee! 2 to con- 


Cookson, ; Davey, Q.0., Cosne-Hardy, Q.0., and W. M. 
Cann ; Seddon. Soxrcrrons, Shepheard § Sons ; F. Needham. 


Trave-Mark—RecistraTion — RECTIFICATION OF RecistER —‘‘ Person 
FoR Time Berne Entitiep ’’—Trape-Marks Reoistration Act, 1875, s. 5.— 
In a case of Wood v. Lambert, before Pearson, J., on the 29th ult., there 
was a question as to the construction of section 5 of the Trade-Marks Act 
of 1875. Section 5 provides that, ‘‘if the name of any person who is not 
Sor the time being en to the exclusive use of a trade-mark in accord- 
ance with this Act, or otherwise in accordance with law, is entered on the 
register of trade-marks as a proprietor of such trade-mark, . . . any 

ved may apply’’ to the court for the rectification of the 
register. In the present case a trade-mark was, in 1876, regi under 
the Act of 1875, “aged before mene aa ag Act of — 2 * 
operation, a notice of mo was given, by persons agai whom the 
owner of the trade-mark had commenced an action to restrain them from 
using the mark, asking that the register might be rectified by removing 
the mark from it. It was contended that the mark ought not to have 
been registered, because it was in general use in the trade at the date of 
registration. And it was further urged if that was not so, the mark 
had come to be in common use in the trade at the time when the notice uf 
motion was given, and that, conseq 
the pot section 5, “‘ for the time being entitled to the exclusive use”’ 
of the mark, and the defendants were entitled to have the mark removed 
from the register. Parson, J., declined to adopt this construction of 
section 5, which he thought would be unreasonable. He thought that 
‘for the time being” referred to the time when the regi , 
made, and that this was so was shown by the subsequent words, ‘‘is 
entered on the register.” He was also of o 


pinion, on the evidence, that 


Dauney ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and J. Cutler. Sourcrrors, Morten, Outler, $ 
Co. ; Parson, Lee, § Holmes. 





R. 8. O. 1883, orp. 17, x. 10; orp. 36, RR. 12, 16—Wanr or Prosrcv- 
TION—RE-ENTRY OF Cause—F esx Notice or Trrat.—In a caseof Le Blond 
v. Curtis, before Chitty, J., on the Ist inst., a motion was made by the 
defendant to strike the action out of the cause-book. It appeared that 
after notice of trial had been given by the plaintiff, and the action had 


elapsed, the registrar 

July, 1884, the plaintiff obtained an order of revivor, and having paid £2, 
under the Supreme Court Fees Order, 1884, sched. 
cause, without any new notice of trial. The defendant submitted 
that the plaintiff's re-entry operated as a nullification of ord. 17, r. 10, and 
also referred to Crick v. Hewlett (L. R. 27 Ch. D. 354), where the defendant 
was held to be entitled to move to dismiss for want of prosecution where 
notice of trial had been given by the tiff within the six weeks under 
ord. 36, r. 12, but the trial not entered within six days under 
ord. 36, r. 16. Currry, J., said the cause was, in the ——— instance, 
pro ly struck out under R. S, C., 1883, ord. 17, r. 10, pro 
‘where any cause or matter shall have been standing for one year in the 
ee an over 
matter, at the e year, t 
book.”” Under that rule the registrar was, in his lordship’s opinion, of his 
own motion, and without a , entitled to strike out the cause, 
as to disincumber the cause- . The question was whether, as no 
notice of trial had been given, the re-entry should stand. 

r. 12, provided that, ‘if tiff 
close of the pleadings, or 
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Macnaghten, Q.C., and H. C. Deane. Soxtcrrons, Reyroux, Phillips, § Gold- 
ring ; Morley § Sherriff. 

Marrrep Woman—Exection—Restraint on Anticrpation.—In the case 
of Queade’s Trusts, before Chitty, J., on the 2nd inst., his lordship Gelivered 
his reserved judgment (ante, p. 99) on the point whether a married woman 
can be put to her election notwithstanding that the compensating fund is 
— to a restraint on anticipation. Curry, J., said that the case was 
fairly distinguishable from Vice-Chancellor Wood’s decision in Willoughby 
v. Middleton (10 W. R. 460, 2 J. & H. 344). The authority of that case 
had not been overruled. It was, no doubt, disapproved of by Jessel, 
M.R., in Smith v. Lucas (30 W. R. 451, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 531), and the prin- 
ciple on which it proceeded had also been questioned by James, L.J. 

v. Tussaud, 26 W. R. 874, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 363). It, however, was 
not disapproved of by either Lord Selborne or Lord Cairns in Codrington 
v. Codrington (or sub. nom. defendant Lindsay) (21 W. R. 182, 24 Ibid. 
648, L. R. 8 Ch. 578, 7 H. L. 854), a case in which the settlement cer- 
tainly contained no restraint on anticipation, but one in which both their 
lordships carefully examined the provisions of the settlement, which 
examination was apparently unnecessary if they had been simply adopting 
the authority of Willoughby v. Middleton. The strange result of the appli- 
cation of the doctrine of election and its consequences to a case where a 
married woman took an inalienable interest in a settlement was that it 
enabled her to deprive herself of the provision made for her, say by her 
father, if somebody who was a stranger bequeathed her a legacy to her 
= nae use. He was of opinion that the consequences of the decision in 

illoughby v. Middleton escaped the learned ju who decided it. In 
In ve Wheatley (L. R. 27 Ch. D. 606), he was of opinion that the particu- 
lar case there was not within Willoughby v. Middleton, and endeavoured to 
distinguish it on the ground that the doctrine of election did not apply to 
the case of a married woman to whom an interest, with a int on anti- 
cipation, was given by the same instrument as that which gave rise to the 
question of election, because the nature of the interest proposed to be 
relinquished by way of compensation had, by the terms of the instrument, 
been made inalienable. That was the view adopted by Jessel, M.R., in 
Smith v. Iucas. However, in In re Vardon’s Trusts (33 W. R. 297, L. R. 
28 Ch. D. 124), Kay, J., disapproved of the decision in In re Wheatley, and 
also of Jessel, M.R.’s, observations in Smith v. Lucas. It had been said 
that the correct view was that where the doctrine of election intervened it 
took the fund out of the settiement; but that was a statement of the 
result of the application of the doctrine rather than a reason for applying 
it. The doctrine of election arose from the presumed intention of the 
parties, and where the consequences were applied against an express and 
valid restraint on anticipation, a presumed or implied intention was made 
to defeat an — trust, although the trust was of so binding a charac- 
ter as to be h by the Court of Appeal, in Robinson v. Wheelwright (4 
W. R. 417, 6 De G. M. & G. 535), to be incapable of being escaped from, 
however beneficial relief therefrom might be to the married woman. The 
result was anomalous, It was that a gift to the separate use of a married 
woman by a stranger in circumstances such as those before him enabled 
her practically to deprive herself of the inalienable provision made for her 
by her settlement, whereas a gift on condition that she should release the 
provision (apart from cases within the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 39) was 
inoperative. Whatever might be his own view of the principle which 
should have, but did not, regulate the decisions, he was, notwithstanding, 
bound by the decisions, and must follow Willoughby v. Middleton. He, 
therefore, held that the married woman was bound to make compensation 
out of her life interest, notwithstanding the restraint on anticipation. 
The declaration would be as in Codrington v. Codrington, and the life inter- 
est would be taken as from the date of the proceedings being taken, being 
in this case that of the — of the petition Cobuxsxi, Horace 
Davey, Q.C., and Wolstenholme; B. B. Rogers and Maclean. Soxacrtors, 
C. EB. Parish ; Wm. Daniel ; Winter & Co. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Sorictror— Sorictron’s Lizn-—Szr-orr or Jupoments 1x Separate 
Acrions—Orp. 65, un. 14, 27 (37).—The case of Edwards v. Hope, before 
the Court of A , No. 1, on the 29th ult., raised the question whether 
a solicitor is entitled to his lien where there is a set-off between different 
int the in different actions. An action was ht by the plaintiff 

the defendant for the price of goods sold delivered ; and the 
for the defendant, on the ground that the term of 
The defendant taxed her costs at £48 8s. 10d. 


against the plaintiff f 
e or 
the amount of costs on the judgment ye action, 
ed, and that adh ge mages might be at liberty to set off 
against that amount so much the sum of £70, the amount of his 
judgment against the defendant, as would satisfy the defend- 
. The defendant’s solicitor claimed his lien for costs, 
, J , varied the order by allowing the plaintiff only to set off 
cots, 0 that the defendant was left at liberty to issue execution for 
remainder. Lopes aud Cave, JJ., affirmed the order of Smith, J., on 
ground that there was no power to disregard the solicitor’s lien and 
the set-off, and that, if the court had that er, it would not, in 
rcumetances, exercise it. The plaintiff The court (Burrr, 
Ky Bacoattay and Bowss, L.JJ.) dism the appeal. Buerr, M.K., 


atti 


said that the old common law courts always exercised an equitable juris- 
diction as to set-off where there had been different judgments between 
the same parties, and set-off damages and costs, allowing execution 
to go for the balance. But the courts certainly did take notice 
in cross- ms of the solicitor’s lien. A diversity of practice 
led to rule 63 of the Reg. Gen. of Hilary Term, 1853, which 
said, ‘‘No set off of damages or costs between parties shall be allowed 
to the prejudice of the attorney’s lien for costs in the particular suit 
against which the set-off is sought.’ That rule applied to common law 
cases where the judgments were between the same parties, although 
distinct judgments in of different causes of action. Then in 
Pringle v. Gloag (27 W. R. 574, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 675), Jessel, M.R., pointed 
out that in certain ces the rule might work injustice. e rule 
was subsequently ed, and then by ord. 65, r. 14, of the Rules of 
1883, ‘‘ a set-off for es or costs between ies may be allowed, 
no the solicitor’s lien for costs in the icular cause or 
matter in which the set-off is sought.” That rule does away with the 
fetter put on by the old rule 63. ether rule 14 only applies to cases 
within the same action or to judgments in distinct suits between the same 
parties, the same result is arrived at, and the court has a discretion to do 
that which is right between the parties, and also that which is mght as to 
the solicitor’s lien. The Divisional Court had exercised their discretion 
and allowed the lien, and the court would not interfere. Baccattay, 
L.J., was of the same aon. It was unnecessary to consider on the 
present appeal whether the discretion was to be exercised by ord. 65, r. 
14, or by rule 27, sub-section 37, of the same order, because if rule 14 was 
not co-extensive with the subject-matter of rule 63 of Hil. Term, 1853, 
r. 27, sub-section 37, retained the existing or pee Bowsn, L.J., said that, 
whichever way rule 14 was read, the court had a right to do what was just. 
Supposing the rule to apply only where the application was to set off 
cross-judgments in the same suit, then it did not apply to the case in 
question. But the rule of Hilary Term being abrogated, the old equit- 
able jurisdiction was left.—CounsgL, Etherington Smith ; Tindal Atkinson. 
Soxrcrrors, J. Close ; Lindsay, Mason, Greenfield, § Mason. 





Hic Court oF JusTICE—QUEEN’s BencH Division. 
(Before GrovE and Manisty, JJ.) 
April 30.—In the Matter of Walter Simmons, an Unqualified Person. 


This was an application made on behalf of the Incorporated Law 
Society to commit the defendant for contempt of court, for having issued 
a writ in an action, and having otherwise done the work of a solicitor in 
the name of a Mr. H. Kirkby, a solicitor whom he (Simmons) had known 
at the time to have been without a certificate, and who had refused to 
allow him (defendant) to make use in 7 way of his name. The case 
came before the court a short time (ante, p. 439), when it was 
adjourned that the form of the notice served upon Simmons might be 
amended. 

R. T. Reid, Q.C., and F. W. Hollams, appeared for the Incorporated Law 
Society ; Scarlett was for the defendant. 

The case having been heard at considerable length, 

The Covurr made an order that the writ of attachment should issue 
against the defendant, and that he should pay the costs of the present 
motion. No order was made as to the cost of the previous motion.— 
Times. 





In BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. WREFORD, Assistant-Receiver. ) 
May 1.—ZJn re Benn Davis. 

A first meeting was held under the failure of the debtor, who is 
described as a solicitor, of Cork-street, Burlington-gardens, and 
Avenue-road, Regent’s Park. He did not appear, and it was stated 
that he had absconded. An approximate t of affairs has, 
however, been p by the ie tion of the official receiver, which 
shows unsecured debts, £36,857; fully secured debts, £79,932; y 
secured, £39,573 (the securities being taken at £19,604) ; and liabilities on 
bills other than the debtor’s acceptances, £23,100, forming an unsecured 
total of £79,927; assets, £23,012, subject to realization. 

Lindo, E. Lee, J. 8. Merton, J. N. Joseph, Hobrow, and other solicitors 

in the case. 

's of debt amounting to £32,200 were tendered, and after some 
discussion the creditors resolutions for bankruptcy, Mr. OC. L. 
Nichols, accountant, appointed trustee of the estate, with a 
committee of inspection.— b 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting of this society was held on the 5th inst., Mr. 
Stewart-Smith in the chair. The question for discussion was as follows : 
—‘' That the case of Beddall y. Maitland (L. R. 17 Ch. D.) was wrongly 
decided.’”’ The question was opened in the affirmative by Mr. Woodhouse, 
sopative wes supported ty Mouse, Bilbreagh, Hichola, Hi. Momop, and 

ve Was su » ols, H. , an 
, and the chairman summed 
as to the result of the discussion. } 
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SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 7th inst., the 
following being present—viz., Mr. e (chairman), and Messrs. 
Collisson, Lucas, Styan, Sidney Smith, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary)— 
one aoe eine was elected, and the ordinary general business was 
transacted. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. GEORGE WOODBURY COCKRAM, 

Mr. George Woodbury , solicitor, of Tiverton, died at that 
place on the 13th ult. Mr. Cockram was born in 1819. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1847, and he had practised for over thirty years at Tiverton. 
He was a perpetual commissioner for Devonshire, and he had an extensive 

rivate practice. Mr. Cockram had been for many years vestry clerk of 
Tiverton parish, and he was also clerk to the Tiverton School Board and 
to the Tiverton Burial Board. He took an active interest in political and 
munici matters. He was formerly the chief Liberal agent for the 
boro’ of Tiverton, and he was for several years a member of the town 
council. He had been three times mayor of Tiverton, and during his last 
mayoralty he was presented with his portrait by the subscription of a 
large number of the inhabitants of the town. He was also a borough 
magistrate. His son, Mr. George Edward Cockram, was admitted a 
solicitor in 1879, and is clerk to the borough magistrates and to the 
Commissioners of Taxes. 





MR. WILLIAM SAVAGE POOLE. 


Mr. William Savage Poole, solicitor, died at Warwick on the 13th ult., 
ia his seventieth year. Mr. Poole was born in 1815. He was admitted a 
solicitor about the year 1838, and he practised for many years at Kenil- 
worth. He was formerly clerk to the Kenilworth Local Board, and more 
than thirty years ago he was elected coroner for the Central Division of 
Warwickshire. His health had long been failing, and he had, therefore, 
retired from practice, but he held the coronership until his death. Mr. 
Poole was for several years a member of the Warwick Board of Guardians. 





MR. JOHN MORGAN. 


Mr. John Morgan, solicitor (the head of the firm of Morgan, White, & 
White’, of Merthyr Tydfil, died on the 26th ult. Mr. Morgan was admitted 
a solicitor in 1843, and he was at the head of one of the most important 
offices at Merthyr Tydfil. He was a perpetual commissioner for Monmouth- 
shire and Glamorganshire, and he had an extensive private practice, and 
filled some important appointments, He had been for several years 
returning officer for the borough of Merthyr Tydfil, and he was also clerk to 
the magistrates for the Penderyn Division of Glamorganshire, and clerk to the 
Vaynor District Highway Board. Mr. Morgan was associated in partner- 
ship with Mr. Thomas Lewis White, the town clerk of Merthyr Tyafil, and 
with Mr. Joseph Oakey White. 


MR, THOMAS WILTON. 


Mr. Thomas Wilton, solicitor, of Bath, died on the 20th ult. Mr. Wilton 
was born in 1829. He was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and he had i 
for over thirty years at Bath, where he had taken a leading part in municipal 
business. He was for seventeen years a town councillor for Bathwick Ward, 
and he was elected mayor of the city in 1882, his term of office he 
was also elected an alderman. Mr. Wilton was, at the time of his death, 
associated in partnership with his two sohs, Mr. John Gauler Wilton, who 
was admitted in 1872, and Mr. Thomas Edmond Wilton, who was admitted 
in 1877. He also leaves four daughters, He was buried at the Abbey 
Cemetery, Bath, on the 25th ult, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Parricx CoLravnoun, LL.D., Q.C., has been elected President of the 
Royal Society of Literature. Sir P. Colquhoun is the eldest son of the 
Chevalier James Colquhoun, and was born in 1815. He was educated at 
Westminster and St. John’s Coll Cambridge, where he proceeded to 
the degree of LL.D. He was to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Easter Term, 1838, and he was formerly a member of the Home t. 
He was Chief Justice of the Ionian Islands from ‘£861 till 1864. He 
received the honour of knighthood in 1861, and he became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1866. Sir P. Colquhoun is a bencher of the Inner Temple. 


Mr. Ro»gxt Puts Epyvean, solicitor, of Bodmin and Fowey, has 
been elected Town Clerk of the Borough of Bodmin, Mr. Edyvean was 
admitted a solicitor in 1877, 


Mr. Francis Samver Onarx, solicitor, of Bath, has been ted a 
P Commissioner for Somersetshire, Gloucestershire, tshire 


Mr. Conwznrvs Marsnatt Warmineton, Q.C., has been elected a 
Bencher of the Middle Temple. 
Mr. Cuarntes Stuart Mem, barrister, has been ted a Puisne 
—— — — a in succession to 
the Mr. Justice * Justice Mein was, till recently, Post- 
master- General for the ° 

Mr. Aurrep Bitasox, solicitor (of the firm of Oliver Jones & Billson), of 
Liverpool, has been ted a for that borough. Mr. 
Billson was admitted a in 1860. 
Mr. Epwarp Wrancua Bren, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Laces 


& Bird), of Li has been ted a Magistrate for that borough. 
Mr Bh was oh e colieitor te 1856 





— — 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 30.— Bill in Commitiee, 
Federal Council of Australasia. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 


* i May i Reada — Time. 
etro Management Acts Amendmen 
Friendly Societies Act (1875) Amendment. 
Bill in Committee. 

Water Companies (Regulation of Powers). 

Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Briis.—Bermondsey Vestry ; Albert Palace Association. 
Federal Council of Australasia. 
Criminal Law Amendment. 


Infants. 


Private Briis.— ; Ashton-under-Lyne, Staly- 
brides, snd Dukinfield (District) Water; London, Chatham’ ana Dover 
Railway (Capital) 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
April 30.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brutt.—Skegness, Chapel, St. Leonards, and Alford Tramways. 
Metropolitan Streets Act (1867) Extension. 
May 1.— Bill Read a Second Time. 
Patvare Brt.—Regent’s Canal. 
Bills in Committee. 
ety eee =~ Tramway -_ ay Portion of 
it) ; le of Axholme (Repaymen: » 

—2 Streets Act (1867) Extension. 

Waterworks Clauses Act (1847) Amendment. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvars Briis.—Guiseley, Yeadon, and Rawdon Railway; Lydd 


Railway. 
. ae See cee Seas Bie. * 

Private Buas. -Oentral Argentine Railway pany ; verpool 
Cathedral ; ee ee ee 

Trustees’ i 

Bill in Committee. 

Submarine Telegraph Cables. 

Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Privats Brits.—Auld’s Patent ; East and West India Dock y; 
East London Railway ; Liverpool and Birkenhead Subway ; North Metro- 
poles Sees 

Metro Act (1 Amendment. 

Barristers’ Admissions " 











for g the acknowledgments of deeds by married women. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


The Court of Appeal has fixed Monday, the 18th of May, for hearing 
the case of Adams v. Coleridge. 


On Saturday the Irish Court of Appeal gave judgment upon a question 
of consid e interest, arising out of a strange diversity of practice 
which has prevailed in the Irish High Court of Justice. An application 
was made recently to the Exchequer Division for liberty to substitute 
service of a writ of summons upon the land agent and Jaw agent of Mr. 
Herbert, of Muckross Abbey, in an action brought by Messrs. Lewis, of 
Burlington-gardens, London, on a promissory note for £500. The de- 
fendant is now resident in America. The Exchequer Division refused the 
application because the leave of the court had not been obtained before 

e issue of the writ. It has been the practice of the Chancery and 
Exchequer Divisions to require such leave, while the Queen’s Bench and 
Common Pleas Divisions do not think it necessary that leave should be 
obtained unless in cases in which it is intended to serve a defendant 
personally out of Ireland. The Judicature Act consolidated and made 
uniform the practice in all the divisions. The 13th section was the only 
one relating to the matter, and it referred only to the service of writs, 
not the issuing of them. In the rules and order annexed to the Act, a 
distinction was made between personal service out of the jurisdiction and 
service upon an agent within it. That difference was well understood, 
and the latter course was well known before the Judicature Act, and it 
was not necessary, before i a writ, to obtain leave of the court. 
The practice of the Exchequer Court was, therefore, not correct, and the 
order appealed from should be discharged ; but, under the circumstances, 
the defendant would not be called upon to pay the costs. Lord Justice 
Barry ——— regret that some other mode of settling a diversity of 
practice not been adopted than an ex parte oo po He thought it 
would have been better if the judges had met and arranged a uniform 
practice. 


A writer in the American Law Review gives an account of the proceedings 
in the Circuit Court of Missouri within the last two years. The writer 
a8 advocate, and, ‘‘ after a good deal of idle and desultory talk, 

lasting at least an hour, the trial was resumed. I soon had occasion to 
make objection to a question propounded by the opposing counsel, when, 
to my surprise, the judge, instead of passing on my objection, remarked : 
* Now, if you lawyers think I’m going to hear any argument on objections, 
you'll find yourselves very much fooled. I won’t do it.’ He then 
graciously announced that we could make all the objections we wanted 
and put them in our bill of — thereby intimating that he would 
not even pass on objections; and on that intimation he acted all the way 
through. Finally the case was submitted just before the dinner hour. 
After recess, his Honour resumed his place on the bench, and after hearing 
some minor motions, he descended and approached me with the remark: 
‘If you want to smoke here you can do so. It’s not very nified 
to smoke on the bench, but I’m going to smoke a cigar.’ Which cigar 
he ed to light, as I did mine, although there were a number 
of p on the walls of the court-room—‘ No smoking allowed in this 
room while the court is in session.’ His Honour then proceeded to pass 
sentence on two coloured men who had been convicted at that term. 
After this, his legs stretched across the bench and his cigar glowing 
brightly, his Honour *— to deliver judgment in my case in the 
owing words he decree of the Supreme Court, affirming the 

j ent of the Court of Common Pleas, is set aside. The judgment of 
the mentioned court is also set aside, and the case remanded to that 
court for new trial, in accordance with the original opinion of the Supreme 
Court.’ Which original opinion that court itself had repudiated on re- 
hearing. The court thereupon adjourned, and the writer left at once, to 
muse over the uncertainties of the law, and to ponder over the spectacle 
—— court deliberately overruling the Supreme Court of the 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock CompPantizs. 


IN CERY. 

ADDLESTONE LINOLEUM Company, LimireD.—Petition for win: up, presented 
April 29, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, May 9. Trinders 
and Romer, solicitors for the petitioners 

Istz oF Wicut TRaDING CoMPANY, .—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Henry P Girdiers’ Hall chmbes, Basinghall 

. Thursday, June 11 at 12, is appointed for hearing and cating upon 
the debts — claims 

NATIOMAL CYcLE Works, Limitep.—Petition for win up, presented April 25, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, y 16. Dicker, Basing: 
hall st, solicitor for the petitioner 

SHORE mY Company, LimiTreD.—Petition for winding up, presented April 
— to de heard betcre Fearace, J... on Be y, May 9. Scot Z 

st, agents for Graham and Shepherd, Sunderland, solicitors for the 


NITED SECURITY Society, Luwrrep.— on for up, presen 
Petition for win ted Fe aoe 
29, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on May 9. White and Co, Whi 
place, sdlicitors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, May be 
y 


Forpgr, GOODMAN, AND Company, LimITED.—By an order made by Kay, 
dated April 25, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the compan; 
be continued, Tarn, Philpot lane, solicitor for the petitioners 

—— — — ComPany, —— — — ————— 

° , it was ordered that com; wound up. 
Faulkner, lane, petitioners in areca” * 


Liuay Hatt Coan AND Cray Works Company, LimiTED.—Ohitty, J., has by an 
order, dated April 15, appointed William Williams, 13, King st, Cheapside, to 
be official liquidator. tors are uired, on or before May 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the pai culars of their debts or claims, to the 

—— June 10, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 


above. Wi 
upon the debts an 
LATHE SILVER MINING CoMPANY, LimIreD.—By an order made by Pearson, J., 
dated April 18, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company 
be continued. Miller and Miller, Sherborne lane, solicitors for the petitioners 
and liquidator 

[ Gazette, May 5.1 


Frrenpiy Soctrettes Dissoivep. 
Court BRAVE OLD Oak, Ancient Order of Foresters, Private Room, Crown ct, 
Wood st, Wakefield, York, April 28 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY OF TRADESMEN, Holly Bush Inn, Cradley Heath, Stafford. 


April 28 - 
FRIENDLY AND UNITED Socrety, Seven Stars Inn, Newton Bushel, Devon. April 


28 
LoYAL VicToRIA FRIENDLY Socrety, Bell Inn, Tong, Norton, Salop. April 28 
Miners’ HELP FRIENDLY Society, Royal Oak Hotel, Pendlebury, caster. 

















April 27 
(Gazette, May 1.1 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURHE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. — * — ge V. ©. Bacon. Mr. 2 aga 
Mon., May 11 Mr. Clowes Mr. King Mr. Ward Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday ... 12 Koe Merivale Pemberton Pugh 
LR 13 Carrington King Ward Lavie 
Thursday.. 14 Jackson Merivale Pemberton Pugh 
Friday ...... 15 Pugh King Ward Lavie 
Saturday... 16 Lavie Merivale Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. NokrrTH, PEARSON. 
Monday, May........0. «+. 11 Mr. Beal Mr. Koe Mr. Jackson 
pS —— 12 Farrer Clowes Carrington 
Wednesday 13 Beal Koe Jackson 
Thursday 14 Farrer Clowes Carrington 
Frida — Beal Koe Jackson 
§ Farrer Clowes Carrington 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1885. 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCG, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(Concluded from p. 403.) 


(Probate) Goulstone and ors v Woodward and ors (Green and ors Intervencrs) 
app of Susannah Stock one of the Interveners from decree of Mr Justice Butt 
fur validity Feb 10 

In re The Furness Iron and Steel Co ld and Co’s Acts app of Hodbarrow Mining 
Co (baving liberty &c) from order of Mr Justice Kay Feb 11 

President of St Jobn’s , Oxford v Athawes app of dft from jadgt of Mr 
Ju tice Kay Feb 11 

*7 Gandy app of dft Maurice Gandy from order of V C Bacon on fur con 

e 


Clough v Cure app of plt from judgt of V C Bacon Feb 12 

Io i > b 4 —* dec Bowes v Lady Hutt app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
or -) 

sone v Batchelor app of dft Jas Batchelor from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty 
e 


Haywolv Silber app of dft from judgt of Mr Jastice Pearson Feb 1 
** * &8 W & Met District Rys Co app of dfs from order of V C Bacon 
e 


Geor; Weldon v W H Weldon of plt from jadgt of V C Bacon Feb 16 
Weatbury on Severn Rural Sanitary Authority v Meredith app of plts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Kay Feb 17 
In re W H Harrison, spinster, decd Turner v Hellard (originating summons) 
app of pits from order of Mr Justice Kay Feb 18 
National Provl Bk of England, 1d v Hendrie of dft from order of Mr 
Justice ** confirming conditional contract Feb 19 
In re Morgan Jones, dec Jonesv Thomas app of dft Ann Jones, widow, from 
order of V C Bacon on application to vary C O certificate Feb 20 
In re B Savage, dec Savage v Savage app of plt from order of Mr Justice 
Pearson dismissing yp for administration Feb 21 
In re T W Richar ec Shillito v Hobson app of dft, W W Hobson from 
IST 6 Geant. Gece x! { aft Louise B 
re . dec ers v King app o! isa Burling from order 
of ¥ C Bacon Feb 26 * Boss ⸗ 
Hoey v Green of dits from order of Mr Justice Pearson Feb 26 
In re a Contract for Sale of Leasehold Premises at South Norwood between J 
Moody acd W T Yates and V and P Act, 1874 app of J Muody and anr from 
Liods Distrlot Hegistry. Hlallbrockv Sykes app of 
try v a aft from Judgt of Mr Justice 
Kay at Leeds for the Division Marsh 2 * 
Dreyfus, Bros, & Co v Peruvian Guano Co app of dfte fron judgt of V C 
Bacon March 4 


In re J Wragg’s Registered Trade Mark, No. 2176 and Patent Designs and 
Trade Marks Act, 1883 app of J Wragg from Mr Justice Pearson March 6 
In re Asquith, deo uith v Asquith app of Joseph Ibberson from order of 

Mr Jastios Chitty March 6 In re Joseph [bberson (one &o.) 
Woolverton v Woolverton app of plts from order of Mr Justice Kay dismissiog 
action with costs March 16 





Clark v 8 Met Gas Co app of plts from order of Mr Justice North dismiseir g 
action Mar 17 
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In re Westhead’s Settlement Trusts Vawdrey v Gordon app of dfts M L 
Westhead and anr from order of Mr Justice Kay Mar 19 

In re Patent Dosigns and T M Acts, 1883, aud In re an Application No 40,018 
of Price’s Patent Candle Co, 1md app of Price’e Co from refusal of Mr Jus- 
tice Pearson March 19 

In re Robert Lucas, decd, Parish v Hudson app of Jno Parish and ors from 
order of Mr Justice Kay March 20 

In re Jas Conway, decd, Chews vy Conway app of deft Margaret Conway from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty March 23 

Russell y Watts app of defts from order of V C Bacon March 25 

Bucalossi v Wood (trading as J B Cramer & Co) app of deft from V C Bacon 
refusing to vary C C Certificate March 25 

In re a Contract, dated 24th July, 1884, made between T C Parry and Wm Daggs 
for purchase of Real Estate in County of Hereford and V & P Act, 1874 app 
of Purchaser (lega! personal representative of Wm Daggs) from order of Mr 

: * — arch 25 

n re ecd, Beckett & Cov Ramsdale app of defts from jndgt of V C 

—— — 26 * veg age 


Edmonds v Robinson app of pit from refusal of Mr Justice Kay March 27 

Edwards v Duplex Electric Light Power and storage Co, limd (in liquidation) 
and ors app of plt from judgt of V C Bacon March 28 

In re Land and Mortgage Co and General Trust Co of South Africa and 
Co’s Acts app of Frank Boyle from refusal of Mr Justice Kay March 31 

Societe Generale de Paris v Dreyfus Bros & Co app of defte Dreyfus Bros & Co 
from order of Mr. Justice Pearson April 1 

In re Avondale Paper Co, Imd and Cos Kote app of J H Collins from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty placing on List of Contributories April 2 

In re John Young (Vendor) and Christopher Harston and ors (Purchasers and 
V & P Act, 1874) app of purchasers from order of V C Bacon for payment of 
interest on purchase money pa‘d in under protest * 2 

In re W Speight, decd, Mitchell v Harrop, Wilson v p app of pit Mitchell 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kay April 

In re Nicholson’s Discount Co, Imd, and Co’s Acts app of Benjamin Nicholson 
from order of Mr Justice Chitty April 8 


Appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
From Final Orders and Judgments. 


1884, 
In re D Shaw, dec Sinnott v Pemberton app of pit from jadgt of the Vice- 
— dated Jan 11, 188 Jane 13 —* ’ — 
usterberry (on behalf Co) y Mayor Co of Oldham app of plt from judgt of the 
Vice-Chancellor dated Apl 30, 1884 June 17 
In re Stone, dec Stone v Stone app of pits from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor 
dated May 13, 1884 June 26 
In re Spencer, dec Spencer v Lowe app of James Lowe from order of the Vioe- 
Chancellor dated July 5, 1884 July 9 
ary 7* app of plts from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor dated June 10, 
y 
8 = =—t app of defts from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor dated May 15, 
ug 
Liverpool District Sharp v Dawson app of plts from judgt of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor dated June 25, 1884 Dec 1 
Samson (an infant, by Joseph Wadsworth her next friend) v Hewitt and ors *pp 
— ry Theodorus Paul from jadgt of the Vice- dated Dec il, 


1885. 
Baron Gerard of Bryn v Bromilow app of dft from j of the Vice-Chancellor 
dated 9 Deo 1884” Jan 13 a se - 
In re Robert Garside, dec Garside v Bellhouse appof Messrs Williams, Brown 
Co from refusal of the Vice-Cha: cellor to vary District Registrar's Certifi- 
cate dated 17 Jan 1885 Feb 7 
In re Southport and West Lancashire Banking Co 1d and Co’s Act 1862 and 188) 
and Chancery Lancaster Acts 1850 and 1854 (Contri ne Gee app cf 
be — the Liquidator from order of the Vice-C: dated 2 Jan 
e 
Ia re George Frankland, dec Frankland v Pemberton pope Gite from order of 
the Vice-Chancellor on fur con dated 15 Jan 1885 Feb 11 
In re Blackburn & District Benefit Building Soc & Co’s Acts and 6 & 7 Will 4, o 
32, and Lancaster Acts, 1850-54 (W Holland's claim) — Official Liquidator 
from order of the Vice Chancellor, dated Jan 19, 1885 feb 17 
In re W Hayton, dec Hayton v Haslam app of O H Decrodie from order of 
the Vice Chancellor on fur con, dated 21 Jan, 1885 Feb 26 
Coser = We ker & Lomax ld & anr Walker & Lomax ld & aur v Cropper (by 
and counter-claim) 8pp of defts Walker & Lomax ld & anr from judgt 
of the Vice Chancellor, dated 23 Jan, 1885 Mar 23 
ba Hy 2 app of plis from judgt of the Vice Chancellor, dated 20 Nov, 
an 
N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals, as the dates of se down are reached 
in the General and Separate Liste, are set aside and taken on the first Thuraday in 


every month. 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division— 
~~ List. 


(Divorce) H M Wodehouse, petar v W Ww Wodeheuse, respt app of respt from 
Gitte of Sir James Hannen that cruelty not proved (8 O till April 21) 
el 
Houston v Marquis of ®ligo (point of law) app of plt from order of Mr Justice 
(Divores) Blin both Ahi tar v Philli Abi t of Philli 
voree rz) er, v p er, re a ppo 
Ahier from refusal of Mr Julies Butt to on a sow trial” Marg 
Shaw v Dadley app of defts from order of Mr Justice Kay Mar 27 
Bastendorff v Rogers app of pit from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty to restore for 
re-hearing Mar 
Davies yMakuna app of deft from order of Mr Justice Pearson April 8 





FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISION, 
(Concluded from p. 404.) 


Blanokensee & ors v Blaiberg app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at 
trial in Middx Mar 24 Bhatt. e 





Hearn y Jeffry, Bxors &o app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial 


M * 
Fray v The Inclosure Commrs for Eagland ~~ Puen app of pit from judgt of 


Justices Grove and Mathew after trial il 
— on eT oe of aft from Mr Justice Stephen 


after tria) without a jury at Cardiff ril ; 
The Quen v The South Staffordshire Waterworks Co (Q B Crown Side) app of 
rosecutors (Assessment Committee of West Bromwich Union) from J 


P 

Mathew and A L Smith quashing order of sessions 2 ; 
ae 7 + haat imp of at from Justices Manisty and setting aside judgt 

-suit 

Harrison v National Provincial Bank of Bagot, ld app of pit from Justices 

Grove, Maniety and Lopes setting aside and judgt April 8 

FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 


1884. 
Ship Hollandia (damage) Tyne Steam Shipping Co ld v General Steam Naviga- 
tion Co wee atte from jadgt of the President June 8 


Ship Roshina (damage) Edwards, Robertson & Co and ors v The Felmouth 
arbour — 8 Sherris app of defts from judgt of the President, dated 
Deo 13, 1884 Jan 12 
Ship Portugalete (dam Owners of 8S Glendale v F ete Steamsb 
Imd app of defts penny = of Mr Justice Butt dated Dec 38, 1854 Jan 1 
Ship Stanmore (da ) Owners of SS Cornwall v O of 
of pits from judgt of the President, dated Deo 15, 1884 Jan 17 


Ship Anatolia (damage) Owners of Tintern Abbey v Gray and ors, Ownars 
of 88 Anatolia app St dofte from jadgt of Mr Justice Butt, Jan 13, 1885 
Jan 26 ' 

Ship H Villard (damage) Owners of vy Owners of Henry Villard 


app of pits from judgt of Justice Butr, dated Jan 16, 1885 Jan 30 

Ships Claudia and Polam (damage) Stephens, Mawson, & Goss v Edward 
J —* * and ors app of pits from judgt of the President, dated Dec 19, 
1884 

Ship Newbattle (damage) Owners of Louisa v Owners of Marie and ors New- 
battie of ra judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Feb 11, 1885 March 19 

Ship Ha is (salvage) Alfred Suart and ors, owners of Hartlepools v 
Owners, ter, and Crew of Titian, cargo and freight app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justics Butt, dated March 31, 1885 April 1 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION.—SITIING IN 
- BANKRU 


PTCY. 
In re Ex parte 
Ba: from Mr Pepys (pt hd 
—— Mara Ht rat Lat Cie atin nt 
Justice Baggalley & Lord Justice Lindley) 
Tollen ache Revell — Registrar Pepys 
—— Board of 
Cresswell Zurkelle 
Tollemache Weeks 
Tollemache 


Wood 
N.B.—Bankruptcy Appeals will be taken every Friday in Appesl Court I. 
until further notice. 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Queen’s Bench Division. 


885. 

John Lethe & Co v Fulda. ogp of of OM Soom Gesision sl Joigeet Westnet 
County Court on counter to set aside part of or grant new trial (pt 
hd April 1—present Lorde Justices Baggallay and 

Edwards v Hope app ef pit from Justices Lopes and Cave 
Mr Justice A L Smith se aside Master’s order for set off (S O April 1 
till Kaster on terms—present Justices Bepgoliay end Lining) 

In re an Arbitration between the Coed Cae Coal ent Themen Seam woot 
Thomas Jones from Justices Grove and Stephen refusing to sot, aside a 


the ty of Devon from refusal of the Lord Chief Mr Jastice 
A L Smith to grant rule nisi for mandamus Mar 7 

Fennell vy Gardner app of deft from Justices Manisty and refasiag new 

trial—action tried at Lewes by Mr Justice A L Smith Mar 1 
Carson v Pickeregill of pits from Justices Grove & affirming Mr 

Justice Chitty in chambers refasiog review of taxation Mar 1 
v app of pit Justices Grove & Manisty affirming order for 

of action to Division Mar 13 


Mr Justice Denman for payment of amount due under award 1 

Bowker v Evans Taylor v Evans app of deft from Justices Grove, Manisty & 
a ek caze out of list aoe es 

Smith v ors (Edward Jenner, mant from 

Jus oF £1 Gams caieening judge tn referring back t 
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Side) app of plt from order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice A L Smith 
for new trial in the Mayor’s Court (leave to appeal on ficst head of damages 
only) Marc 20 

The , of the City of London Court and Thomas Claxton (Q B 
Crowa Side) app of Mesers Lucas & Aird from Justices Mathew and A L 
Smith discharging rule nisi for prohibition ia action of Claxton v Lucas Tha 
Queen v The Jadge of the City of London Court ani Philip Maskell app of 
Messrs Lucas & Aird from similar order ia Maskell y Lucas March 24 

Fray v The Inclosure Commra for England and W-les app of pit from Ja:tices 
Maniety and Lopes refasing new trial—action tried by Baron Huddleston at 
Shrews March 25 

Pege v H app of pit from order of Mr Justice Grove and Baron Huddle- 
stcn for new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Hawkins in Middlesex March 26 

Brunton & Co v Gribble app of deft from order of Mr Baron Huddleston and for 
restoration of action to list for trial on payment of costs of day March 26 

Solomon v Barslem and anr app of deft Cruickshank from Justices Mathew and 
A L Smith refusing leave to defend unconditionally March 28 

Bowker v Evans (Mauchest-r District Registry) app of I B Taylor and others 
exors of deceased plt from Justices Grove, Manisty and Lopes setting aside 
order of Mr Justice Field for substitution of appells as plts March 30 

Hasker v Wood app of plt in person from Justicas Mathew acd Wills affirming 
refueal of Mr Justice Denman to order review of taxation March 30 

Ridky, Whiteley & Cov Oldfield app of,2pite from Jnstices Mathew and A 1. 
Sonth affirming order of Mr Justice Denman refusing liberty to sign final jadgt 
and affirming leave to defend April 1 

Frost v Caudwell app of dft from Justices Grove and Manisty refusing new trial 
—aection tried by Mr Justice A L Smith at Derby April 2 

In re Daniel Edward Stanford (one, &c) ex parte Wm Alexr Ogilvie app of 
Pe A — Justices Mathew snd A L Smith refusing order for taxa- 

on. 

Fox & ors v Railway Passengers Assce Co app of pit from Justices Mathew and 
A L Smith staying proceedings April 2 

Shand v Lever app of dft from Justices Manisty and Cave directing certificate 
of Master to be remitted for var ation and amendment April 8 








(SUMMARY OF APPEAL LIST. 


Final. Interlocutory. Total. 
From the Chancery Division * 166 * 6 * 161 
From County Palatine Court .. 16 ee — es 16 
From the Queen’s Bench Division m 101 os 26 ee 127 
From the Probate, Divorce, avd Admiralty 
Division, Admiralty with Assessors — ee 9 
From the Queen’s Bench Division sittin 
in Bankruptcy ee oe ee * 7 e = e 7 
Totals 288 32 320 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Sittings, 1885. 
(Concluded from p. 409.) 
Middlesex, Central Criminal Court The Queen v Denny Nisi for certiorari for 
indictment at instance of deft 
Eesex Morrison, Wood & Co vy West Ham Gas Co &anr Magistrate’s case 
Middlesex, Westminster Buttner v Loncon, Chatham & Dover Ry Co County 
Court Pits nisi for new trial H H Judge Bayley 
Lencashire, Ulverston & Berrow in Furness Benson v Huddleston Covnty 
Court Nisi to enter judgt for deft or for new trial H H Judge Ingbam 
Lincolnshire The Queen v Judge of County Court of Gt Grimsby & Vincent & 
ors Niei to hear, &cection &x parte Davy & ore, trustees, &c 
Cardiganshire The Queen v The Overseers, &c of Doithie Camddwr Nisi for 
mandamus Ex parte Lianddewibrefi School Board 
Suscex The Queen v Hillman Order of Justices Nisi to quash 
Middlesex, Bow Hackett v Flood & anr County Court Special case Deft 
Flood’s app H H Judge Prentice 
— Lambeth Offerv Kirk County Court Nisi to enter judgt for plt or new 
H H Judge J Pitt Taylor 
Lincolnshire, Mason v Rhodes County Court Special case plts app 


Sour Peet v Brunton M te’s case 

Dev The Queen v Methews Nisi for certiorari for indictment at instance 
of defendant 

Same The Qaeen v Belfield Ditto 


Seme, Torqusy Symons & Wifev Leaker & anr County Court Special case 

Defts app H H Judge Giffard 
Surrey, Southwark Parker & Wife v L C & D Ry Co & avr County Court 
Pite nisi for new trial as agaiost Midland Ry Co Cowie, Esq, Deputy- Judge 
Hertford Hunt v Gt Eastern Ry Co County Court Pits nisi 


for new H H Judge Abdy 
Shoreditch Shipley v Tite & Sons and Young County Uourt Nisi 
oa for deft Young or for new trial between pit and Young H H 


Wall v Partington Advertising Co County Court Defts 


nisi for new t 
Yorkshire (ER) The Queen v Churchwardens &c of Kelham nisi for manda- 
mus to money to School Board 
The Queen v Licensing Justices for Division of Pirehill North 
Defts notice of motion for new trial on mandamus tried at Birmingham Pits 
cross motion to enter j 


G North Smith v Acock County Court Special case Agri- 
cultarsl gs Act 1883,628 H H Judge Sumner 
Beskshire, Newbury Plenty & Son vy Martin County Court Nisi to enter jdgt 
for dft or new trial H H Judge Lushington 
hire, Cardiff Johnston v Kinsey County Court Wisi to enter jdgt 
H H Judge Owen 
The Queen v Justices of Denbigh Nisi for mandas.us to Jj to 


“alot pew trial 


Eszex The Queen v Dredge Nisi for certiorari to remove verdict into Central 
Criminal Court : 

Sussex The Queen v Lawes end anr Nisi for certiorari for indictment at 
instance of defendants 

Dorsetshire, Shaftesbury Burr v Vercoe County Court Special case Plain- 
tiffe appeal H H Judge Atkinson 

Parts of. Linden, Lincolnshire Msncheater S and L Ry Co v Caistor Union 
Quarter Sessions reference, 12 & 13 Vict o 45 Special case 

Middlesex, Westminster Sender v Sykes & Son County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for dfts or for new trial H H Judge Bayley 

Berkshire, Readirg MargrettvS E Ry Co County Court Nisi to enter juégt 
for dfts or for new trial H H Judge Lushington 

Montgomeryshire The Queen v Evans and ors 
balance of precepts to School Board ; 

Lancasbire, Liverpool Morris & Sons v Lowe County Court Nisi to cuter jigt 
for dft or for new trial HH J udge Collier 

Rochdale Hartley v Wilkinson Magistrate’s case 

Durbam, South Shields Marshal! v Leslie & Co County Court Nisi to reverse 
order of County Court Judge Ex parte M Mareba)] &anr H H Judge Meynrll 

Yorkshire, Kingston on Huli Wright v Cobb County Court Pits nisi for 
new trial H H Judge Bedwell 

Yorkshire, Thorne London & Yorkshire Bank (Ross & ors claimants) v Belton 
County Court Nisi to enter judgt for claimants T & W Ross or for new tral 
as between plaintiffs & said claimants H H Judge Bristowe 

Kent, Greenwich Rhind v Franks County Court Pits nisi to vary order 

M-nmouthshire Daniel vy Whitfield Magistrate’s case L 

Met Pol Dist Greenwich Board of Works v Woolwich Mutual Benefit Buildiag 
Soc Magistrate’s case 


Nisi for mandamus to psy 


RevENvE PAPER. 
Causes for Hearing. 
Attorney General v Ellis & ors 
Attorney General v Welsh Granite Co ld & ors 
Attorney General v Reeve 
DIVISIONAL LIST.—Summany—New Trials, 78; Special Paper, 8; Opposed 
Motions, 26; Crown Paper, 93; Revenue, 3. . 


Total, 208 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Brown, DatHan, Warwick, Fellmonger. May 22. Brown v Wamsley, Chitty, 
J. Sanderson, Kenilworth 

NICHOLSON, ‘THomas, Coleford, Gloucester, 
Nicholson, Chitty, J. Goddard, South 0 

PHYTHIAN, THOMAS, Beddington Corner, Mitcham, Gent. May 27. Phythian v 
Phythian, Pearson, J. Dowson, Whitehall place 

TayLor, ADAM, Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. May 29. Shaw v 
Taylor, Chitty, J. Hall, Huddersfield 

Urr, Joun, Wellington rd, Enfield, Builder. May 27. Graves v Uff, Pearson, J. 
Tolhurst, Gravesend 

WELLINGTON, FLORENCE, Burnham, Somerset. 
Chitty, J. Bramble, Bristol 


Baptist Minister. June 2. Horne v 
y’s inn 


May 27. Pigott v Vanstone, 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
38 cama Chichester, Ironmonger. May 30. Arnold and Cooper, 
chester 
am Tuomas RICHARD, Redland, Bristol, Major.- May 30. Inman and Co, 


Biakey, Davin, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Steamboat Owner. May 30. Graham 
and —_ Sunderland 

Borrox. HER, Rochdale, Lancaster, Timber Merchant. June 1. Standring 
and Taylor, Rochdale 

Bra, ANN, Brighton. June1. Rae, Mincing lane 

BuRFORD, CHARLES, ey. nr Reading. June1. Cooke, Wokingham 

— Wurm, Chatham, Licensed Victualler. May 16. Greathead, 

ester 

— SaRnau JANE, Cambridge st, Pimlico. June 1. Wilson and Sons, 
Salisbury 

Few, Jonas, Willingham, Cambridge, 

HAMPTON, RoBertT, Campden Hill rd, Kensington, Esq. June 21. Thompson 
and Son, Devereux chbrs, Devereux ct, Temple 

HAVERS, JOHN, Great Berkhampstead, Hertford. June 1. 
gdns, Throgmorton st 

JOHNSON, CHARLES, South Skirlow, Holderness, York, Farmer. May 12. Park 
and Son, Kingston upon Hull 

LonG, WILLIAM, Coombe Bissett, Wilts, Esq. June1. Wilson and Sons, Salis- 


ury 
MocDona.pD, SARAH, Liverpool. May 23. Miller and Co, Liverpool 
MELLOR, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Livensed Victualler. May 81. Bremner and Co, 


———— 
NYE, OMAS JOHN, Rochester, Kent, Bricklayer. May 31. Prall an‘ Son, 
Rochester 


—— —ãA Hollies, Ellesmere, Salop, Esq. Junei2. Farrar and Hall, 
anc. 

PARTRIDGE, WILLIAM, Cofton, nr Starcross, Devon, Gent. May 23. Partridge 
pine Wintaanl, Iaith onttages, West Kensington, Gent. J Withall and 
A . C , Wes n: nD . June 10. an 
Oo, Great George st, Westminster — 
ye or OLLYS, Llanbeder, Merioneth, Gent. Jype 15. Layton and 

20, Duage 

Rocu¥rort, ANNA MATILDA, Southsea. May 30. Gastrell, Lincoln’s inn fields 

RUNNACLES, GEORGE, Wickham Market, Suffolk, Miller. June 5. Welton, Wood- 
Henry’s rd, Haverstock Hill, Esq. June 1. 


Teare, ARTHUR STANLEY, King 
Robins and Peters, Guildhall chmbrs, Arig) 8 
Dd Daniell, Bristol 


Farmer. Mayi2. Christmas, Cambridge 


Looker, Drapers’ 


Tuomas, Rev Levi, D.D., Bristol. June 1. 
THORNBURY, Jamus, Salford, Lancaster, Garcase Butcher. May 2%. Brett, Man- 
Twist, JaMEs, Liverpool, Team Owner. May 23. White, Liverpool 

Gazette, April 24 
ADSREAD, Ann, Macclesfield, Chestir. May 80. Barclay and Taylor, 00 





— 


Ex parte Heeketh 





KENHEAD MARGARET Hauro?, Cheltenham. June 1. Dees and Thom 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
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BAIas, CHARLES OLIVES, Birkenhead, Medical Officer. June 10. Rowe and Cs, 
BouRNE, JOHN, the elder, Salehurst, Sussex, Farmer. June 9. Philcox, 


B 
wae, Sake Pickering, York, Farmer. May 30. Jackson, Malton 

Bos Gnantas Henry, Send, —— Woking, Surrey, Artist. June 1. 
eo and Faulkner, Ironmonger lane 


BUCHANAN, WILLIAM lumstead, Kent, Solicitor. June 10. Buchanan 


and Rogers, 
GILBERT WILLIAM, ess rd, Canon Retired Commercia 
araveller.” May 21. 3 27. cue Marques —— 
CHERRILL, J ae PO CE Sena May 23. Thomson and Ward, 
Nicholas lane, 


— GEORGE, Sunderland, Durham, Engine Builder. Junei1. Steel, Sunder- 
CLIFFORD, WILLIAM, Birkdale, Southport, Gent. June 24. Wright and Hassall, 
Coons, on, Penge, Surrey, Bootmaker. May 30. Wood and Wootton, Fish 


st 
Cox, Jes, Igem. O loth Finisher. June1. Snowdon and Meredith, Leeds 
ao pl, Upper Holloway. June 7. Jackson and Wright, 
— ails cham, Cambridge, F: May 12. —— Cambridge 
on. iam ‘armer. Ma 
FIpDAMAN, — —— Norfolk, Hotel — June ard, King’s 


GENNEY, WitL1AM, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Retired Basket Maker. June 15. 
Stephenson and Mountain Great Grimsby ” 

HatcHETT, Mary, rd, Blackheath. June 6. Clapham and Fitch, Bishops- 

7 Without 


a > tne Montacute, Somerset, Gent. May 20. Benson, Clement’s 
mut, Da L, DaNrEt, Colchester, Essex, Silversmith. June 24. Goody and Son, Col- 


Horr, oe Witson, &t Helier’s, Jersey, Esq. May 31. Le Gros, Vis- 

count of d 

“Randal Tioatas, Southerndown, nr Bridgend, Glamorgan, Gent. May 23. 

JACKSO: —— Eltham pk, Kent, Esq. June 24. Smith and Mammatt, 
‘Ashby de la Zouch 

Jopson, JOHN, Skerton, Lancaster, Warehouseman. June 3. Clark and Co, 


caster 
Lawes, SaaS de, nr Lewes. May 30. Hillman, Lewes 
—— Davie th, Esq. June 24. SS ecent Rooke, Bath 
MILLER, KENNETH, Pembroke gdns, Kensington. June 1. Parker and Co, St 
Michael’ 8 alley, Cornhill 
MoreGan, Morris, Newport, Isle of p of Wiew. Gent. June8s. Buckell, Newport 
Moxon, JoHN Hox, Rugeley, Staff rd, Gent. May 30. Moxon, * 
— JAMES, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Aug8. Wilkinson 


PATTON, “yt Henry, Brecknock rd, Musician. May 21. Turner, Ludgate 
PLO — , Santley st, Clapham, Architectural Sculptor. May 27. Rex- 
wo 
— — mm, Hendon, Licensed Victualler. May 20. Guscotte 
PROCTOR, Wrasse _ cK, Child’s Hill, Hendon, Licensed Victualler. May 
20. Guscotte dnd Co, az 8 
Puce, Rev, JAMES BaLpwyy, “Sinan, Warwick. June 24. Andrews and Co, 
— 
SEDGLEY, CHARLES, Nether, Knutsford, Chester, Solicitor. May 22. Brown, 


Lincoln's inn fields 
SMALLBONE, CaT Belvedere, pom. June 24. Burne and Rooke, Bath 
Marlow and Dixon, Manchester 


THERINE, 
SuaTH, JOHN, Manchester, Dyer. 
Topp AMELIA FRANCES 


i Hn thampton. May 21. Plunkett 
and Leader, St Paul’s churchyard’ ens . 7 * 


— Southport, Lancaster, Gent. June 2. Marlow and Dixon, 

— SAMUEL, Didsbury, Lancaster, Warehouseman. May 25. Chorlton, 

Wickss, JOHN GEORGE, Northampton, Butcher. May 25. Scriven and Terry, 
Northampton 

ee he way at ~ eee TANQUERAY, New Broad st.,Esq. May 30. Murray 


[ Gasette, April 28.) 











SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
May 12.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, 
—— — old and pan es Properties (see adv — — 33 — 
ye by a. Web Ge ee eS eee Freehold Site (see adver- 
. ALFRED RICHARDS, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Improved Rent (see 


ip. 4 
. win Fox BOUSFIELD, at the M: it 2 » Freehold 
ite (see ak oR, May 2, p. 4). é a 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


IRTHS. 
CoPpp.—A: 30, at Hatherley Wimblodon:hil, Surrey, the wife of Alfred 
Loney ⏑ —— ee thee ihe wife of 8.3.8 
— , ai ord-on- » 42. ©. 
Lofthouse, barriste r-at-law, premature , of a son, stillborn. os 


ApDaMs.—April 29, at 51, Bedford-square, Borlase Hill oy Gees barrister-at-law, 
and for many * — * Ye — for the —— per W * 
ay _4, " 00 Ag —— ~terrace, 

Herbert Harrison Kettl Jewell, barrister-at- law, aged ¢ ™ 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANERUPTOX ACT, 1883, 
Frmay, Ma At = 


RECEIVING 
gus, John, Newcastle on 2* out of A my Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Apr 
x Ord Apr2. Exam — 
— John William, Hereford £09; Gloucester rd, Coleherne rd, Kensing- 
ton, Captain in H.M. Army. High Court. Pet Feb 18. Ord Apr 28. 
June 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Austin, Joss oseph, Stratford on Avon, Licensed Victualler. Warwick. Pet Apr 29, 


Ba 84 May 19 
Exam 


illiam, Ramsgate, Hosier, Canterbury. Pet Apr 25, Ord Apr 27, 


Basty, John, Bucten; Roomy, Exeter. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr28. Exam May 
1 
te Bridge, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. Stockport. 


* Whaley 
Pet Apr 21. 27. Exam 22 at 12 
* Leads, —* — met act? 


— John Hull, Bootmaker. Kingston Hull. 
Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 28. 18 at 2at Je house, To Hull 
Wy Wi Pet Apr 2 


Carter, 
oon ee Dae Wes eee Eee Per eee et ase 


Clark, James, berton, Cambridgeshire, Brewer. Cambri: Pet Apr 27. 
out r27. Exam May 20 at 2 * 

—— — Engineer. Oldham. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
CADE Be Be Sew ib at 


Cole, William meyer’ Son, Wilts, Jeweller. Bath. Pet Apr29. Ord Apr 29. 


Exam 14 at 11 
» Boxy , Gent. High Court. Pet Feb10. Ord Apr 27. 

Exam June 3 at 11 at 34, ’s inn fields 

Currell, Géo: Winchester, Tobacconist. Winchester. Pet Apr28. Ord Apr 


13 

Vaughan, poe Hertfordshire, Solicitor. Luton. Pet Apr 
29. Ord Apr ®. Exam at 3 at Court house, Luton 

Ewens, Cheltenham, of Vernon Ewens & Co. Cheltenham. Pet 
Apr 29. Ord Apr 29. Fxam 22 at 12 

eng yg ty - 5 ae itch, Cabinet Manufac- 
re. Court. Pet Apr 27. Ord 27. Exam June 5 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s 


Gostelow, Hi > Ingo in Maherfiela, Provision Dealer. Wigan. Pet Apr 2% 
Ord AR a me at 11 

illiam Craske, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer. Gt Yarmouth. wr 

‘Apr 29. ny, 18 at —* ——_ Gt Yarmouth 


, Richard Charles, Licensed Victualler. 
oo c. "Pet Apr 23. Ord Apr2s. Exam “yyy — ee 


Hater ee Wil illiam Lewis, Market st, fipvestentpest, Solicitor’s Managing Clerk. 
Pembroke Dock. pee Aart. Ord Apr 28. Exam May 13 at 3 at Temperance 
—— 2 

8 —— ereford, Builder. Hereford. Pet Apr 27. Ord Apr 27. Exam 

— eR Agent. Poole. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 

Jones, Samuel, Worcestershire, Auctioneer. Dudley. Pet Apr25. Ord 


Apr 27. icam Moy ig at 1 
King, John, Berkeley, Seensesteminioe, Chennai BGat, Gloucester. Pet Apr 28. 


Ord Apr 28. Exam 
e ttle Britain, Licensed Victualler. Hii, Gount. Pet 
Apr 28. — mg ELT dk elds 
Kingston, J: Perambulator Maker. Nottingham. Pet Apr 26. 
— xam May 19 


— ohn, Treher' Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Apr 28. 
4 Exam May 14 at 2 

12 atil — — * 
a’ 


Howard Edwin John, Hensel, Fingeber. Norwich. Pet Apr 27. Ord 
Apr 29. — Tipe © 08 38 08 See. © 
— re Lichfield, Staffordshire, Pork Butcher. Walsall. Pet 
Apr a Ord Apr 27. ae Sv BO 
= an, Cneneiige, <atans, Cambridge. Pet Apri3. Ord Apr.27. Exam 
a’ 


Richard. Lichfield, Staffordshire, Builder. Walsall. Pet Apr 29. 


te, Ohasies pt lT Ss Tyne, Plumber. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
on ‘ on i 

— Ord Apr 28. — 12 

Spence, Hobson, Bradford, Grocers. Brad- 


ford. Pet A) wim Fr Exam 15 at 12 
teggalls, Suff Innholder. Bury St Edmunds. Pet 
Apr 28. tye Exam May 14 at 2 


a Agent. Leeds. Pet Apr 27. Ord 
‘Th May i2 at 1 Birmingham. Pet Apr2s. Ord 2. 
—— — mean fe ae 
Webster, J: y; , Blacksmith. Leicester. Pet Apr 25. 
Ord Apr 28, 13 at 10 
Wehetes, — ‘0 Leeds. Pet Apr27. Ord Apr27. Exam 
wae My tye so hed Aberdare, Fruiterer. Aberdare. Pet 
\e Ey -B. Wi Staff Ironm Walsall. Pet 
— —— * ah ee 
Willams, Bawin, Ca , 


First MESTINGS. 
An J Newcastle on out of business. 18 at 11. Official Re- 
— * 
Anneveld, Edward, address u — Commntenion Agent. May 11 at 12. 
Hosier. $y 338, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Bary. 3 Ay ee) eae ——* 
Baxter, Thomas, Licensed Victualler. May s at 


Whaley _ Bridge, 
pick Qilicial Receiver, County thbrs, 
and’ Hamund” Howlett. Wetted. Hacue Hertfordshire, Merchants, 


— st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
— —— Supe Hiei, Boot Mabey, 4% a 
Barton, Frofertok Chau sod Law Society Li ‘Meal. —— — 3. - 
May ii at3. Official Receiver, ——— Liverpool 

ste, Sa Wi Devonshire, Farmer. May as 70. Hotel, 


Cash, Joseph, Dudley, Grocer. 21at10. Official Receiver, Dudley 
—— — — ey Official Receiver, 5, Petty 


— Engineer. May 18 at 3. Official Receiver, Priory 
William, Globe Mile En 

cae, ee ee — rd, d, Provision Merchant. May 8 at 12. 

Courtis, V H Cardiff, Outfitter. May 15 at 12. Official Receiver, 


Currell, Comme "Winchester, Tobacconist. May 12 at 2. Official Receiver, 11, 
Je 8 ——— 


Duxfield, thy, ee - — May 12 at 3. Official Re- 
May Satil, 33, Carey st, Linooln’s inn 


— Dardigan, Draper. 
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omer —* . Ince in Makerfield, Provision Dealer. May 12at 10.30. County 
ourt ‘igan 
Hardy, Walter, rentwood, Contractor. May 9 at 4. County Court, Brent- 


wood, 
Marwood Robert, Talgarth rd, West K m, Gent. May 8 atii. Bank- 
ruy’ Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
‘ohn, Hereford, Builder. May 9 at 2. Official Receiver, 2, Offa. st, Hereford 
J Pitsea, Essex, Farmer. May 8 at 4. County court Romford 
Jones, John, Liverpool, Builder. Mayi2at2. Official Receiver, 35, Visto s st, 


bn, Berkeley, Gloucester Auctioneer. May 19 at 10. Official Receiver, Dudley 
_ Ber rshire, Channel Pilot. May 11 at 3. Mr. Charles 


Kine, 3 Jol 

— — illiam, my Shepherd st st, Mayfair, Furniture Dealer. May 8 at 2. 
— y bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ro! Edward, Sydner rd, Stoke Newington, Commission Agent. May 


Mack, 
liatii. 33, —— st, Lincoln’s inn 
<i Ghetbesbuxy, Dorsetshire, Watchmaker. May 8 at 4. 
Morea John, Whitchurch Salop, Bootmaker. May 20 at 11.30. 152, Hospital 


Neville, E Henry, Leeds, Book Canvasser. May 11 at 3. Official Receiver, St 
Andrew’s chmbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 

eer Betts, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Hotel Keeper. May 8 at 2.30. Suffolk 

westoft 
Bingham, and Charles John Paris, eres Merchants. May 13 
at2. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria st, Live 
Posner, — — st, Bethnal Green Hat Dealer. May 8 at 12. 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

om : * Walker, Lichfield, Pork Butcher. May 11 at 2.30. Swan 

ote! ie 

William _— George, Adelaide rd, Haverstock Hill. May iiatii. 33, Carey 


Royce, Thomas Henry, Qu2en’s rd, Peckham, Draper. MaySatii. 388, Carey st, 
Ryder, Brothers, Cambridge, Tailors. May 18 at 12.30. Manchester Hotel, 


Scott, Charles Peston. ——— on Tyne, Plumber. May 12 at 2. Official 
Receiver, Coun brs, Newcastle on ype 
Steer, Ebenezer, —— Confectioner. ay 8 at3. Official Receiver, Week 


Frederick, — — Suffolk, Innholder. May 11 at 12.16. Official 
Receiver, 2, Westgate 
Sarah, N Nottagbam, Confectioner. May 8 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Exchange walk, ‘Nottingham 
Thistlethwaite, James, Leeds, Commission Agent. May 11 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Thorn Henry, Liverpool, Team Owner. May 12at12. Official Receiver, 
35, Victoria st. Liv: 1 
‘omkinson, William, — ey er Grocer. May 22 at 4. Official 
—— Nelson pl, Newcastle under Lyn 
Waters, G., St Paul's re rd, Mile End, Baker. ” way 8at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Webster, James, Enderby, Leicestershire, Blacksmith. May 12 at 3. Official 
Receiver. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

Webster, Joseph, Leeds, Tobacconist, May 11 at 11. Official Receiver, St 
Andrew’s chmbrs, 22, Park * Leeds 

Whitworth. James Solomon, Walsall, Ironmonger. May 9 at 11. Whitehall 
chmbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

= — Holywell, Farmer. May 12 at 2.30. King’s Head Hotel, 


Wanlocieh, Max, Bedtord pl, Russell oq, Jane 22 at 11, Bankruptcy bags, 
Portagal st, Lincoln’s inn flelds cag ptey 





ADIUDICATIONS. 
Baxter, Thomas, Bieler Bridge, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. Stockport. 
Pet Apr 21. Ord Apr 2 


Henry, Redcar, Yorks, Broker. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 


Bennett, Henry. 
Pet Bercy, Willie Ord oa 
China Dealer. Swansea. Pet Aprii. Ord Apr 28 
— Robert Richart f S Tollard Royal, Wilts, Farmer. Salisbury. Pet 


Burt, gd Bt Ae Chancery lane, Estate Agent. High Court. Pet Apr 
—— Kent, Leather Seller. Canterbury. Pet Apr 18. Ord 
— oe Lancashire, Mechanical Engineer, Vidham. Pet 
re = Goon, Devizes, Wiltshire, Jeweller. Bath. Pet Apr 29. Ord 


Corts, Wiliam Henry, C vardiff, Outfitter. Cee. Pet Apri4. Ord Apr2 
, Tob inchester. Pet Apr 2%. Ord 


Apr? 
Dail Freder v Wilhelm, Newcastle on Tyne, Clerk. Kingston on Hull. Pet Apr 
De Guerrico: Alberto A, address wo Consul General to Argentine Re- 
High Court. Pet Dec 9. Ord Agr 27 
om, Heury, Dewsbury, Yorks, otmaker. Dewsbury. Pet Apr 24. 


Poaiwd, Frederic Stephen, and Robert Stephen Brentwood, Nursery- 
ke —* eee a Laming, d, 7 


Progiey. —— Walter, and Swilliesn — Frogley, Beckton rd, Canning 
# Court. Pet Marzi. Ord Apr 
Thomas Gambrill, jun, Wrotham, Sevenoaks, Farmers. 


yr Gahan e petaaul Gren 28, C Cabinetmaker, High Court. Pet 
w, Henry, Ince in Makerficld, Provision Dealer. Wigan. Pet Apr 2. 


Ord Apr % 
Didsbury, nr Manchester, Beerhouse Keeper. Stock- 
Tack, Fag, Ese Eaten Town, Piancforte Manufacturer, High 
Court, Pet Mar Ord Apr > 
5 dan, Berkeley, G — — Ch i Pilot. Gi ter. Pet Apr ®. 


Ape 
—— Manchester, Watch Dealer. Salford, Pet Apr 16. Ord 


moots, Boss Canvaseer. Leeds. Pet A Ord Ay 
— eviey, Yorks, Coach Builder. — on Hol P Pet Apr 


a ded bar Rasanivanina. Wiis. Bridlington, Yorks, Innkeeper. Bearborough. Pet Apr 
“ —— Scarborough, Bootmaker. Scarborough. Pet Mar 21, 


aa] 








Goto Trent, 
os, oo on rent, MMliners, Stoke upon 


—— Folios Ayr 15, 
—* Phativarn, Lancasuire 4 = Biacktbarn. Pet Apr 10. 
taper, ©. J x. bh. Co, 3 toh Se Yorkshire, Wodllen Manufacturers, 





Taylor, Elizabeth, Brentwood, Essex, Clothier. Chelmsford. Pet Apr 10. Ord 


29 
Thistlethwaite, James, Leeds, Commission Agent. Leeds. Pet Apr 27. Ord 
Turner, Thomas, Horwich, nr Bolton, Farmer. Bolton. Pet Apr #4. Ord 


Walkes William J. 2 Wells terr, Finsbury park, Laundryman. High Court. 


Pet Mar 13. Ord Apr 
jnbow Hill, Worcestershire, Patent Wood Manufacturer, 
orcester. Pet Mar 24. Ord A: pr 28 
Webster, Joseph, Leeds, Tobacconist. Leeds. Pet Agta Ord Apr 
Whi tmarsh, William, Mountain Ash, nr Aberdare, iterer, A —— Pet 


Apr bed Aa a Apr 28 

Williams, Edwin, Holywell, Farmer. Chester. Pet Apr29. Ord Apr 29 
ApDsJUDICATIONS ANNULLED 

Jebel, Tae Des Francis, Birmingham, Draughtsman. ‘Birmingham. Adjud July 


ul 
Lait, Ri | ee Gloucestershire, Baker. Swindon. Adjud Nov 


18. Annul Apr 15 
TuEsDAY, May 5, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Adamson, Henry, Fenchurch st. ee Court. Pet April. Ord Apr 30. Exam 
June 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi s 
— Frederick George, Canterbury, Dairyman. Canterbury. Pet Apr 30. 


Ord Apr 30. Exam M 
3 Court. Pet Apr 29. 


y 22 

Bennett, William, Walthamstow , Essex, Carman 
Ord Apr 29. Exam June 8 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 

say = a og —— her H : — Cardiff, St at nang * Cardiff. Pet May 1. 

r une 11 a! 

— 5 on pat Peter, and Thomas Boothman, ervey, Yorks, Woolstaplers. 
Dewsbury. Pet Apr 30. Ord May1. Exam June 9 

Brown, Henry James, Essex rd, Islington, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet May 
1. Ord May June 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

—— — At Cheshire, Traveller. Stockport. Pet Aprié. Ord May 

une 4at 11 
C35 George, Worcester, Baker. Worcester. Pet May1. Ord May1, Exam 
15 at 11.30 

Copplestone, Matthews Bridgewater. ——— Wine Merchant. Bridge- 
water. PJ Witlizen, Ord Ma: Exam May 26 

Cottam, John Sheffield, * potato isloemen. Sheffield. Pet Apr 30. Ord 
Apr 30, Exam May 21 at J —— 

—— Henry, Salisbury, Coal Merchant. Salisbury. Pet May1. Ord May 

Exam June 12 at 12 

Oot, Peter, and David Henry Croft, ———— Stonemasons. Birkenhead. 
Pet Reha, 30. waar Si Ma 

Dee Staffordshire, uilder. Walsall. Pet May 1. Ord May 

1. Exam —y > 18 at 12.30 

France, Hague, Stalybridge, —— Joiner. Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalyb mdee. Fe Pet Apr 30. Ord Apr Exam May 14 

Harris, Benjamin Coleman, Christchurch Hampshire, Coffee-house Keeper. 
Poole. Pet t Apr 30, Ord Apr 30. Exam May 27 at 3.30, Townhall, Poole 

Bord kanes m William, 8 efficld, ‘Athletic: Outfitter: Sheffield. Pet May 2. 

2. Exam May 21 at 11.30 

— G., — E—— st Within, Moss Litter Merchant. High Court. 
Pet Mar-20. Apr 29. Exam June 12 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

J encom, Grace Clara, Ramsgate. Canterbury. Pet May 1. Ord May2. Exam 


wey % George, Chrisp st, Poplar, Linen Draper. High Court. Pet Apr 138. Ord 
— Some Berlingo wa aia eae High Court. Pet 
OW: enry st ar’ 1ondesbury, er. 0 pr 
9, Ord May 1. une 11 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 


OppenBeimn, — Furniture Dealer. Truro. Pet Apr 30. Ord Apr 
30. Exam Ma: Ly at 11 
Osborne, J. 8., Pall Mall, Gentleman. High Court Pet Apr9. Ord May 1. Exam 


June 11 at ii, ar 34, in’s inn fields 

Oxley, William, Ipswich, Draper. Ipswich. Pet May1. Ord May 2. Exam May 
Zi atil 

Parsons, William Gregory, Cockspur strect, Charing Cross, Waterproofer. 
High Court. Pet Apris. Ord May 1. Exam June 11 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
Paver, ——— 27 nr Rotherham, Painter. Sheffield. Pet May i. Ord 
May 1. yb at 11.30 
Ransome, Thommen chester, Chemist. Manchester. Pet Apr 29. Ord Apr 29. 


Exam May 11 at 11 

ess a Henry 4 Carmarthen, Labourer. Carmarthen. Pet May 1. Ord May 1. 

xam 

— _ - a4 Landport, Hampshire, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. Pet Apr 28. 
Ord Ane. ay Fe, 

Simpson, —— Neweastle on Tyne, Baker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Apr 18. 
Ord Hoi 30. Exam May 

Smith, — 5* Band lane West, Smithfield, Milliner. High Court. Pet 
May 1. ay . Exam June 9 at i1, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Solomon, S althamstow, Essex, Boot Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 
Apr 90. Ord May 1. Exam June 9 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Stephenson, William, Cleethorpes, Lincolnshire, Pork Butcher. Great Grimsby. 
Pet — 2. Ord Apr 30, Exam May 20, at Townhall Great Grimsby 

Moses, Wandsworth, Timber Merchant. Wandsworth. Pet ise 15. Ord 


23 
Isaac, Bilston, Seateniatsine, Draper. Wolverhampton. Pet Apr 30, Ord 
Apr 00, Exam May 
Thorpe, Oliver, iheodtews, nr Sheffield, Plainer. Barnsley. Pet Apr 28. Ord 
May 2. Exam = 4 at 11.30 
Twigg, William George and Charlie James Bryant, Bristol, Leather Mer- 
chante, Bristol. P Apr 90. Ord Apr 90. Exam May 22 at 12, at Guildhall, 


Upton, John Fr Freciney, Morley, Yorks, Draper. Dewsbury. Ord May 1. Ord 


Worker, John, St. Kuste, Cornwall, Baker. Truro. Pet May 2. Ord May 2. 
Exam June 6 at 1 

Webster, Sicmonecus, Coleman st, Wool Broker. High Court, Pet April 15. 
Ord April 4. Exam June 9 at 11 re #4, LAncoln’s inn fields 

Williams, J “Pot May 2.0 cum Hard ye Ds nr mane shester, Cloth Merchant, Man- 

y 2 lg 21 at 12,30 
Yearsley, H oratio, bury. Pet Apr 30, Ord Apr 30. 
xam J une 12 at 1 
The J amended notice is aa for that 1 published in the 


21, 
Levey, James William, Shep fair, Forntiare Dealer. High Court. 
Pet April#. Ord Apr, Exam June dat tt at 4, Lincoln’s inn fields 
The toowing amended notice is substituted foe that published in 
the London Gazette of Apr 
Wunderlich, Max, Bedtord pl, Russell 4 High — an§ Pet Mar 19, Ord Apr 
16. Exam June 9 at 11 at 4, Lincoln's inn flelds 
— oo te MEETINGS, 
m, Orewe Kensin Gentleman. May 14 at 12. Bank- 
ru * bldue, — , Lago J tun fal * * — Mo 
upon Avon, Warwickshire, License: ualler. 
14 at —* es Hotel, Stratford on avon y 
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fay 1. 
pr 28. 
pr 18. 
. Pet 
. Pet 
msby. 
. Ord 
. Ord 

Ord 
Mer. 


Ord 
lay 2. 
ril 13. 
Man- 


pr 30. 
Jourt. 


1 Apr 


Bank- 
May 





— 94 1885. 


THE SULICITORS’ JOURNAL. 463 








aah ryt atte Famers — erm, May 14 at 12. 
May 13 at 11. Official Receiver, 


22, Park row, 
— See ee shire, | Metal Broker. May 13 at 11. Official 
—— itton, Linco lnshire, Farmer. May 1? at 12. Official Receiver, 
ponies J — es, Lincolnshire, Farmer. May 14 at 12. Official 
osto 
t Che James (sep estate), Warmley, Gl Gloucestershire, Leather Merchant. 
Bri 15 at 4. Hotel, London bridge 
— May 13 at 12. Barikruptcy bldgs, 
st, coln’s inn fiel 
cohen Le OST —— st, Southwark, Umbrella Manufacturer. May 13 
at 11 


Cole, Wiliam ooper, 3 Wilts, Jeweller. May 13 at4. Messrs. Norris & 
Hancock, Solicitors, Devizes 
Cook, George, Worcester, Baker. May 15 at 11. Official Receiver, Worcester 
Croft, Peter, and David Henry Croft, Birkenhead, Stonemasons. May 13 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 48, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 
Davies, MRichard, *Aberdovey, Merionethshire, Draper. May 15 at 11. Official 
shar, Watall, Sia st, Liverpoo! 


Done, Bi taffordshire, Builder. May 15 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 
Walsal 
—— Bookseller. May 18 at 12. Queen’s Hotel, Readin; 
Duntingham.” mia ells, Colchester. Tailor. May 14 at 11. ‘Townhall, 
olchester, Essex 


Edmondson, F — — — Yorks, Boot Maker. May 12 at 10. Official Re- 
T, Bank 
BiLle Proderick Vaughan’ Hitchin, Solicitor. May 18 at 12, Sun Hotel, Hitchin, 
* 75* , Stalybridge, Lancashire, Joiner. May 140t 11. Official Receiver, 
Tow: brs, Ashton under Lyne 
st, aye Green rd, Cabinet Manufacturer. May 13 at 
— are 

Harding, Richard Chagles.” Haverfordwest, Licensed Victualler. May 21 at 11.30. 


Hot — — Hevectcat ate 

Harding, Lewis, M averford west. —— Managing Clerk 
May 20 at 11. Official ee Quay st, st, 

H jamin Coleman, C 


aren, Ghristehureky, Ham Hampshire, Coffee house Keeper. May 
nS eo Hotel, Weymouth 
obson, 


Harry (sep moe Undercliffe, Grocer. May 13 at 11.30, Official 
Receiver, areas chbrs, pe ford 
Jones, Frederick, Elgin rd, 8 mg toy > — May 13 at 11. Bank- 


ruptcy bl Portugal st, Fineoin's inn fi 
Jones, John, — Commission Agent. May 12ati12.45. Criterion Hotel, 


Lambart, Frederick Richard, address betel Sa in 2nd —— of 
—— Fusiliers. May i4 at 2. Bankruptcy Portagal st, 


fields 
Locks, Thomas Gong , Boston, Lincolnshire, Fishmonger. May 14 at 12.30. 


0 a ye h st, Boston 
— — —— — organshire, Grocer. May 12 at 12. Official Re- 


Morris, ——— Westbu on Trym, Bristol, Plumber. May 22 at 8.30. Official 
Receiver, Dank chbrs, Bristo 
Feta Hovess Edwin John J oe. Wells next the Sea, Norfolk, Plumber. May 12 at 
iver, 
Preston, Alfred Prin ag te on, Berks, Chemist, May 15 at11.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxfo: 
Ransome, Thomas, Manchester, Chemist. May 12 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
en’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
we tens F ee, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. May 18 at 11. Angel 
esterfi: 


— Carmarthen, Farmer. May 20 at 8. Official Receiver, 8 Quay st, 


Robinson, Geores, Market Rasen, Lincolnshire, Licensed Victualler. May 12 at 
12. Mees ig Receiver, 2, St Benedict's , Lincoln 
* sere * Richard, Lichfield, Staffo: nire, Builder. May 18 at 12.30. Swan 
0 


eld 
Sherry, James, Landport, —— Bootmaker. May 18 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, 166, — st, Portse: 
Newcastle ‘o Tyne, Baker. May 12 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 





County ewcastle on JJ 
— — k st, Lace Merchant. May 14 at 2. 33, Carey 
— F. —S rg Draper. May 12 at 2. Official Receiver, 109, 
Spence, Richard Flow and Robert Hobson, Bradford, Grocers: May 
et) at oo hi — Reociver, —— om Bradford 
chard Flowers estate), Un ar Bradford, Grocer; May 13 
Mit iL 15. Official Receiver, Ivegate chmbrs, Bradford 
Stapleton, G. H., and Co., Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Woollen Manufacturers. May 
12 at li. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batle y, 
Stephenson, William Cleethorpe, Lincolnshire; Pork Butcher. May 20 at 1. 
Receiver, 3, — st, Great Grimsby 
Stokes, Isaac, Bilston, 8 . Draper. "May 14 at 11. Official Receiver, 
St. ‘Peter's t close, Wolverhampton 
lor, * Cardiit, Glass er. May 13 at 2.30. Official Receiver, Colmore 
Trainor, shomes, pieminghen. Baker. i May 12 at 11. Official Receiver, White- 


—* en  Chattte James OM Bristol, Leather Merchants. 


milage ahaa ard, Gros —* — 

een st, Lin 3 inn a’ 

2. —————— Dias, Port st, Lincoln's inn 

Wallace, George A: dale, ham road, Dealer in Tobaceo, May 14 at 11, 

Bankrupte das, Portugal at, Lincol's sinn fields 
R— William mh Hounteln Ash, nr A Fruiterer. May 12 at 3, 
ver, Me 

Wilson, Wi liam Charles, , Cabinet Maker, May 19 at 11, Official Re- 
Wintiel eld, Jesse, Brixton road, Commission at. 13 at 2 

ri Josue e Agent. May 13 a’ 38, Carey st, 


Yearsley, Horatio, Sa Salisbury, Wine Merchant's Agent, May’13 at 11. Official 
ver, 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
Bulow, Rowena, Stockport, Cheshire, Bricklayer. Stockport. Pet April 9. 
Pp 


» Alfred William, Curtain rd, Timber Merchant, High Court. 
March 26, Ord April 29 ioe * 


Bellamy, Gec is, Life Ass t, Leod 
—— Hara, Broad’ she Chonpalder iebanving Salter, SAPetS, Ope Mar 
Bowloy; James, Algurkirk Fen, Lincolnshire, Farmer, Boston, Pet March 2 


Brown, Henry, and Heary Cheshire, Boot Manufacturers, 
Butcher, er, Albert Edis, ea Wandsworth. 


High Holborn, Music Hall Manager. High Court. 
—— — 
— * rd, out of business. High Pet Oct 21. 

ames, Comberton, Cambridgeshire, Brewer. Cambridge. Pet Apr 27. 
cbt Hi cores Bellenden rd, Peckham, Farmer. High Court. Pet Apr 
(belies cone ae as ee Huddersfield. Pet Apr 2. 
Cock, Ceres, Weqremet, Daher. Worcester. Pet May 1. ee 5. Ol Mags 


Croft, Peter, ‘and David Henry Croft, Birkenhead, Stonemasons. 
Pet Apr 30. _ Ord Apr 
Cruikshank, James, ames, Union ct, Financial Agent. High Court, Pet Feb.9. Ord 
Davies, David Morgan, Swansea, Builder. Swansea. Pet Apr 14. Ord 

— — Pet Mar 2% 
Feasend, Joseyh, Goals, Yerta, Master Mariner. Wakefield. Pet Apris. Ord 

Ralph, Bicester, Oxfordshire, Plumber. Oxford. Pet Mar 23. Ord 


, Hastings, Draper. Pet Ord 
Sohneon, Jathes Lacey, — “Oxford. Bet Apri. Ord 
Kibby, Birmingham, Baker. Pet . Ord 2 
eg ig ny — * 
Lidbetter, Joseph Ray, Hove, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
Lodi goaipet Gernan, Beaten, Lanceiadhten, Reinga Boston. Pet Apr 21. 
* Wells. 
—— ** Tonbridge Wells, Shoe Factor. Tonbridge 
Magee, Alfred Ernest, rd, Builder. High Court. Pet Mar 3. Ord 


falling Beth Tpstiingay, Leckahine, Elie: Wakefield. Pet Apr 18. 

M wn John, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Apr 3% 
wont May < Francis, Westbury on Trym, Bristol, Plumber. Bristol. Pet Apr 25. 
Muller, 


Northampton sq, Clerkenwell, Furrier. HighCourt. Pet Mar 27. 





ae aera Great Yarmouth. Pet 
Poss, Altred, Mexborough, nr Rotherham, Painter. Sheffield. Pet May1. Ord 
SET etre — — Newport, Mon. Pet Apr 24. 
— Thos Farnley, nr Leeds, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Leeds. 
a , Otley, York, Accountant. Leeds. Pet Apr 21. Ord 
Shorty, James, Landport, Hampshire, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. Pet Apr 3. 
Sim pore, Vliiem, Newcastle on Tyne, Raine. Neweastle on Tyne. Pet Apr 


18. Ord A: r 
Smith, Henry Jonas, Barnes, Commercial Clerk. Wandsworth. Pet Apri. Oni 


— — Manchester, Pianoforte Dealer. Manchester. Pet Apr 
— — — — Great Grimsby. 


Stordy, Jacob, Horse Dealer. Walsall. Pet Apr 4. Ord 
Stubbias, Sareh, Nottingham, Confectioner. Miettnstom Pec her's. Ord 


Thomas, Hugh, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler. Bangor. Pet Apr & Oni 


Whitworth, James Solomon, Walsall, Staffonishire, Ironmonger. Walsall. 
Pet Apr 27. Ord 
— ae Ord 
ches' 
a H., ———— —B High Court. Pet Feb 


X Jeweller. York. Pet Mar . Ord 2 
Woite, Lion Hare * @ te ame, {iy + 





Yan, Hau Wiis Coon a Sear ne Waker ne ain 4 
Court. Pet Jana. Ord Apr 29 
—— 
— — * Le Blond v. Curtis ........ «00. 43 
Tenants FOR LIFE Wm0 RECEIVE wo y Abe Ssindennce 
Tur CEEATIO! < OF A SOLICITOR’ * v. Hope ea 486 
ORGANIZATION = see eee oe 
OFFICE cece ..ccee ss —— — In the Matter of W: 
eeetee SP SSP eee eHE Se ee eee an 


——— — ok 
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MEMORY AND SUCCESS. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
PHYSIOLOGICAL MEMORY. 
Art of Never Forgetting. Wholly unlike Mnemonics. 


PROF. LOIS 
LOST MEMORIES RESTORED. 
The worst made good, and the best better. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 


CURE OF MIND WANDERING. 
Any book learned in one reading. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
PROSPECTUS POST FREE. 
Lectures in rey Day and Evening Classes: 
Priva: is, and BY POST. 
37, NEw —————— Lowrpor, W.C. 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

* Faculty pronounce it “‘ the most nutritious, per- 
le beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 

pane and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire M Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palstes keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with . &c., and Im REALITY CHEAPER than such 














Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast on, costing am frees a halfpenny. 
Cocoatrya a La Vanttuxis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 


ited. 
» by Chemists and 


Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H, Scuwnzurrzsz & Co.,10 *dam-st., Strand, I ondon, W. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE S38 MAKERS, 


BY sPECIAL APPOINTME 
To Her Pha army! the Lord Chancellor, ¢ the Whole of the 
udicial Bench Corporation of London &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for — Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY * CLERSY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94. CHANCERY LANF ION” 


TR ce GUARDIANSHIP of quiet, Lady- 
GIRLS, between the ages of 17 and 21, is 
Brows, Saxonhurst, 
a month. Lessons 








Finchley N. "Terms, ght gal 
finishing masters can 


— living in a pictaresque and 


neighbourhood, having an airy and 
Receives a few —— not in- 
sane, at requiring sah t medical su 


—— eae References 
required ~ — Worcestershire 


—— Townsen 
ggg House — Retzest, 
Kent, licensed the 








a oy is now aad atoning 





—Address, J. H. Brown 
CLERGYMAN’S WIFE. in 
Companions 


or Two 
; go home, with 
hoc Would not 


residing 





Se seoks RE ENGAGEMENT. 
ll a Sen font, Zonrs with @ Member of Par- 


— mar- 
wont take moderate tempor- 
est Ce oly. J.H., 
* epheard, 27, Chancery-| jane. 


——— our HOUSES or APART- 


M THROUGHOUT « 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
and most liberal, 
Cash prices. Fo a — 
© extra © for time given. 
IDustrated priced — —“ with full particulars of 


2, mg — mH, ‘Zottenbem-court- 


© PEARS’ 


— 


SOAP. 


SPECIALLY PREPARED FOR DELICATE SKINS. 


Mr. JAMES STARTIN, the late eminent Surgeon, wrote :—“] 
always use it myself, and recommend to my patients PEARS’ 
SOAP in preference to any other, as being more free from excess 
of Alkali and other impurities prejudicial to the skin.” 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 


Established 1836, 
FIRE 8 LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 
Lorpor: tem * C. AnurpzEN: 3, 


INCOME. #1 FUNDS —— 
Fire Premi au ... eos oe 
Life Premiurs .., ove 


£520,000 
184,000 


= (000 
a $2,890,000 
ABLISHED 1861. 

2 AN K.— 


IRK — EO 
Southampton-buil dings, Chee ry-lane. 
THREE per CENT. I TEREST allowed on 
Diwo Te repayable on demand. 
TW ENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
calculated on the minimum monthly 
*8* when not drawn below £50. 

The — —_- for its —— free: of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, itings, an er 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 

ms ; and the 
Annuities. tters of 


“The BIR: CK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
ars, tone ng on Tee, On application 


eee eee 


Interest... oo 
Accumulated mace 





VENSCROFT, Manager. 


—— AFRICA, 


1C&y 
Total invested Funds, — of £2,000, 
Total annual premium income exceeds "£1 ,000 000 
Carey Orricos: 19 anp 20, CORNHILL, Lonpox, E.G, 


LONDON nee ote bhshed by authority) 
LONDON COUNT NTRY ADVERTIS keen 
—— ———— 





EUROPE, ti 
ASIA, 





“uy, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


ENRBY GREEN, Advertisement Agent 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his experience of upwards of 
thirty years, in the nsertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only — and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. cial stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette” 
kept. By appointment. 


USE D. Leaman & hig is “ PENS EUREKA. 4 





— Pointed (H. Hewitt’s Patent), 2s. 6d. 
The AS which combine both ease 
— — in wri 


~~ gt boxes of two dose * ———— for é 
stamps CHIPPERFIE 
Newyate-streety E.C. Sole Eos Agents 


Stephens 
Inks. 


SCARLET INK POR STEEL PENS. 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS. 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 





WRITING 
Ano 


COPYING 








Can be obtained through all Stationers. 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1 &2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, B.°. 


Lato Copying and GEngrossing. 
Deeds and Writings —22 and copied on the Premises 
with pu ity and dispatch, at the lowest scale 
. A good Discount allowed on greed accounts 
LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
in form for Registration. 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 
LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


at reduced prices. 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 


ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


* Sea? ——7 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883: 
Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 











_ The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


MEMORANDA * sre © OF Ae 
speedily printed in the proper form f —— 
distribution. SHARE C RTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, 
c., engraved and printed. OF FICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. N No Charge for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLIN"), 
Stationers, —— Engravers, Re 
49, FLERT-STREET, LOND 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 

Annual and other Returns See ed and Filed. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap- 
proved of this pure solution as the best remedy for 


ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION 


And as the safest A for — — — Grnaiagiene 
Ladies, and Inf, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNRSTA. 
TO H.B.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES 


REAND AND 00.8 OWN SAUOK. 


istration Agents, 
» %.C. (ourner 











SOUPS, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 





POTTED MEATS and YORK and GAM ‘ 
PIE® also 





[)SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 





(PUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





GPHOIALITI ES for INVALIDS. 





OAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS, 
e 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STREBT, MAYFAIR, W. 





